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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This research provides insight into consumer perceptions of multiple private label 
brands being simultaneously offered by an individual retailer. The primary purpose of 
this study is to investigate the current consumer perceptions of the three private label 
brands at Pick n Pay Stores, a South African retailer.  
Consumers are no longer being presented with a single private label brand, but 
individual grocery retailers offer multiple private label brands under one retailer. Pick 
n Pay Store’s current private label brands co-exist as PnP no name, PnP and PnP 
Finest, and are synonymous with the generic, classic, and premium private label 
brand concepts, respectively. The question can thus be posed whether consumers 
perceive private label brands differently and whether they will eventually purchase 
the private label brand. 
The research explores the subject of brand, and the nature and success factors of 
private label brands in retail. This was done by reviewing the literature that traced the 
rapid changes in the retail sector because of the increasing influence of private label 
brands on conventional retail practices and consumer behaviour. A conceptual 
framework was developed showing the constructs that may have relationships with 
the three private label brands of Pick n Pay Stores. Information regarding the 
different private label brand concepts was obtained from primary as well as 
secondary research. An empirical study of a quantitative nature in the form of a 
paper-based and online-based questionnaire was undertaken. Altogether 375 usable 
questionnaires were collected. 
The results of the empirical study indicated positive relationships of perceptions 
between all three of the Pick n Pay private label brands and their respective intention 
to purchase. Furthermore, there was a statistically positive relationship between the 
brand perceptions of Pick n Pay private label brands. 
The proposed framework is intended to shed light onto the interactions between the 
private label concepts to allow for meaningful strategic branding decisions to be 
made at senior business levels.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
Due to the extensive availability of information, retail customers are now well 
informed and thus have higher expectations of retailers. Armed with the availability of 
information sources and empowered by price transparency, customers are migrating 
between manufacturer label brands and private labels brands more easily than 
before. With an increasing number of brands – particularly in the packaged goods 
categories, coupled with increased promotional expenditures, the promotional task 
has become ever more difficult (Kay 2006:745). The importance of private label 
brands in retail marketing has increased throughout recent years, most notably due 
to retailers expecting increased store loyalty (Corstjens & Lal 2000:287), and to 
becoming less dependent on the manufacturer label brand by using private label 
brands (Narasimhan & Wilcox 1998:595). 
In the past decade brand assortment has become a particularly important tool for 
retailers as they try to influence their image and develop their own brand name, and 
it is this assortment strategy to which has been attributed the increase in private 
label brands being held by many retailers (Ailawadi & Keller 2004:336). One in two 
global consumers (54%) say that “good value” means a supermarket would offer a 
wide range of private label products that are cheaper than national brands (Nielsen 
2008:8). It is this expectation by consumers that retailers should provide money 
saving alternatives, along with adequate choice alternatives, which has also fuelled 
the growth of private label brands in the supermarket retail sector. According to a 
global private label consumer study released by AC Nielsen (Nielsen 2005:1), two 
thirds of global consumers consider supermarket own, or “private label”, brands to be 
a good alternative to other brands. In the case of the developed markets of Europe, 
the Pacific and North America, this is as many as four in five. 
Historically, private label brands signified good value for consumers while 
manufacturer label brands were usually seen as the premium item in a category. 
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Private label brands have come to mean more than value. Many retailers offer a 
wide range of private label products that are not solely focused on value. They offer 
premium products just like the manufacturer label brands. As retailers become more 
than just a place to buy products, stores are actively involved in finding and 
developing new items on which they can put their own name or brand. 
1.2 BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 
As private label branding concepts have developed over the past few decades, the 
general perceptions historically held by consumers regarding private labels are being 
challenged. Retailers’ increasing efforts to reposition private labels brands along 
varying price-quality tiers have been cited as the primary reason for this occurrence 
(Nenycz-Thiel & Romaniuk 2009). It was this attempt by retailers to reposition private 
labels along varying price-quality tiers that led Laaksonen and Reynolds (in Ailawadi 
& Keller 2004:338) to identify at least four tiers of private label brands. They were, 
namely low quality generics; medium quality private labels; somewhat less 
expensive but comparable quality products; and premium quality private labels that 
are priced in excess of competitor manufacturer brands.  
The private label brand has become of increasing importance in the South African 
retail sector as shown in a study by Nielsen (2005:1) noting that 72 percent of South 
Africans surveyed believe that private label brands are a good alternative to the 
manufacturer brands, this being above the global average of 68 percent. Private 
label brands first appeared abroad in European countries before being most notably 
introduced into South Africa in 1976 by Raymond Ackerman (Sutcliffe 2007:105). Mr 
Ackerman successfully introduced a no-frills private label brand into the South 
African retail market through his Pick n Pay retail stores. His no-frills brand still 
trades under its original private label brand name, PnP no name. 
From Pick n Pay’s no name brand’s humble beginnings back in 1976 to the present 
there have been numerous changes to their private label brand offerings. The private 
label brands that existed under the Pick n Pay banner prior to their 2007 rebranding 
were PnP no name, Choice and Foodhall. But for their new branding a three-tier 
strategy under the concept of “Good, Better, Best” was implemented, with “Good” 
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representing the PnP no name brand, “Better” representing the PnP brand , and 
“Best”, which was still in development in 2007 but eventually revealed in 2011 as 
their Finest brand (Bizcommunity 2011; Marsland 2007). 
For the purpose of this research the three private label brands held by Pick n Pay 
Stores, namely: PnP no name; PnP; and PnP Finest,  will be categorised according 
to Zielke and Dobbelstein's (2007:113) strategic orientation categorisation, namely 
generic private label brand; the classic private label brand; and the premium private 
label, respectively.  
To begin to understand how consumers perceive private label brands at Pick n Pay 
previous research on branding will provide a firm foundation for further exploring this 
topic. Aaker (1996:4) states that brand awareness, brand loyalty, brand perception, 
and brand associations affect the strength of brand equity. Similarly, the steps in the 
Keller’s Customer Based Brand Equity pyramid (Keller 2009:144) link with these 
factors affecting brand equity. Awareness of a brand must be accomplished through 
the brand’s identity; the perceptions of the brand are noted from the associations the 
brand holds with the consumer and a loyal relationship is thus formed. The strength 
of a brand’s image is directly related to how well customers are aware of the brand, 
can identify the brand, feel associated with the brand and feel they have a 
relationship with the brand. This study is an exploratory study to investigate the 
customer perceptions of the brand image amongst the three private label brands 
held by Pick n Pay that form the basis of the research. 
1.3 LITERATURE OVERVIEW 
In the following sections, a brief literature review will be provided to define brand, 
private label brands and the various private label brand concepts. 
1.3.1 An overview of branding 
As defined by Egan (2007:79) a brand is the collection of actual and emotional 
characteristics associated with a particular identified product or service with the 
intended purpose of differentiating that particular product or service from the rest of 
the marketplace. The importance of brand is noted in Roberts and Wong's (2011:3) 
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definition of brand as being the sum of all variables that influence future sales. Three 
main purposes of branding are that of product identification, repeat sales (loyalty), 
and enhancing new-product sales (Lamb, Hair, McDaniel, Boshoff & Terblanche 
2008:214). 
A brand has intrinsic (core; direct factors) and extrinsic (augmented; indirect factors) 
aspects associated with a product or service. The intrinsic aspects relate to the 
functional characteristics such as basic product/service, shape/texture, performance 
and physical capacity; while the extrinsic aspects include packaging/presentation, 
price/terms, guarantees, extras and after-sales support (Egan 2007:80). The mental 
image that reflects the way a brand is perceived in the consumers’ mind includes all 
the identifiable elements, the product or company personality, and the emotions and 
associations evoked as brand image (Promotional Products Association International 
2010:1). 
An effective brand image is needed to create brand loyalty, which is defined as the 
consumer’s conscious or unconscious decision to re-use or repurchase a branded 
service or product  (Arens 2006:153). Brand loyalty is the consistent preference by a 
consumer for one brand over all others (Lamb et al 2008:216). 
Collectively, this set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a brand that add to or 
subtract from the value provided by a product or service to a firm and/or to that firm’s 
customers is termed “brand equity” (Aaker 1991:15). Brand value is the value that 
the brand equity generates to the customer and to the firm (Aaker 1991:269). Brand 
equity thus deals with brand value, i.e. the brand’s strength.  
The main goal of many organisations is to build a strong brand as strong brands 
bring many benefits to firms including greater customer loyalty and being able to gain 
a much larger market share in the future (Keller 2009:144). However, while brand 
equity refers to the monetary value of a brand name  (Lamb, Hair, McDaniel, Boshoff 
& Terblanche 2010:251), a fundamental asset underlying brand equity is that of 
customer equity (George 2010:247). Meaningful differences between brands, 
including the issue of brand equity are thought to relate to a broad multi-dimensional 
construct that they define as “consumer knowledge” of the brand (Hoeffler & Keller 
2002). Keller (1993) conceptualized brand equity using an associative memory 
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model focusing on brand knowledge. He described brand knowledge as a set of 
brand associations consisting of two components, brand awareness and brand 
image (Keller 2009:142). His definition of branding was one of having a “differential 
impact” on consumer marketing decisions. 
The importance of brand awareness and brand image is further noted in Aaker’s 
Brand Equity Model, with brand awareness and brand image constituting two of the 
five sources of brand equity in his model. Keller’s Customer-Based Brand Equity 
pyramid later further supported the importance of brand awareness and imagery as 
being pivotal in creating brand equity, and ultimately brand loyalty. The strength of a 
brand’s image is directly related to how well customers are aware of the brand, can 
identify the brand, feel associated with the brand and feel they have a relationship 
with the brand. Awareness of a brand must be accomplished through the brand’s 
identity, the perceptions of the brand that are noted from the associations the brand 
holds with the consumer and the loyal relationship thus formed. 
1.3.2 Private label brand 
Private label brand, also known as store brand, retail brand or house brand, refers to 
those brands that are owned by, and sold through, a specific chain of stores (The 
Private Label Manufacturers Association 2012; Baltas 1997:315). Thus, instead of 
being owned by the producer, private labels are brands belonging to a retailer or a 
supplier. 
In contrast to private label brands there are manufacturer brands, also known as 
national brands. A manufacturer brand refers to a brand name owned by a 
manufacturer or other producer (Boone & Kurtz 2012:380). 
Authors aiming to classify private label brands have followed a generation-based 
approach using dynamic models to analyse the private label brand phenomenon’s 
evolution. One such model by Burt and Sparks (2002:198) and Laaksonen and 
Reynolds (in Ailawadi & Keller 2004) suggests it is possible to distinguish between 
four generations of private label brand development. These four evolutionary 
generations of private label brands are categorized with respect to product 
characteristics, production technology input, market position, and consumer 
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motivation. The four generations are: low quality generics; medium quality private 
labels; somewhat less expensive but comparable quality products; and premium 
quality private labels that are priced in excess of competitor manufacturer brands. 
Zielke and Dobbelstein (2007:113) further distinguish different types of private label 
brands depending on their strategic orientation as:  
 The generic private label brand that emphasizes the basic use of a product. A 
plain packaging design, limited advertising activities and cuts in quality yield a 
positioning in the lowest price tier. 
 The classic private label brand that is positioned similarly or slightly below 
smaller producer brands.  
 Premium private label brands that are positioned as are leading manufacturer 
brands. 
Pick n Pay Stores current private label brands, namely PnP no name, PnP, and PnP 
Finest, are synonymous with the generic, classic, and premium private label brand 
concepts, respectively. 
1.4 PROBLEM DEFINITION 
Previous research (Nenycz-Thiel & Romaniuk 2011; Zielke & Dobbelstein 2007; 
Richardson & Jain 1996) has primarily focused on investigating consumers’ intention 
to purchase private label brands by direct comparison with that of the national label 
brands. The results of such research have identified that the success of branding 
products as private labels is closely related to the selection of the right product 
category (typically lower risk product categories) and targeting the correct consumer 
group (traditionally the value conscious customer). 
As private label branding concepts have developed over the past few decades, the 
general perceptions historically held by consumers towards private label brands are 
being challenged. Retailers increasingly reposition private labels brands along 
varying price-quality tiers (Nenycz-Thiel & Romaniuk 2009). It was this attempt by 
retailers to reposition private label brands along varying price-quality tiers that led 
Laaksonen and Reynolds (in Ailawadi & Keller 2004:338) to identify at least four tiers 
of private label brands. They were: low quality generics; medium quality private label 
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brands; somewhat less expensive but comparable quality products; and premium 
quality private label brands that are priced in excess of competitor manufacturer 
brands.  
Consumers are no longer being presented with a single private label brand, but 
individual grocery retailers offer multiple private label brands (private label brand 
concepts) under one retailer. The result of multiple private label brands being offered 
by one retailer is contributing to an increase in consumer buyer involvement when it 
comes to the purchase of private labels brands.  
The question can thus be posed whether consumers perceive private label brands 
differently and whether they will eventually purchase the private label brand. 
This research sets out to identify any differences between the three Pick n Pay 
brands in terms of the degree to which the consumer relies on the extrinsic cues 
(price, advertising, packaging) and intrinsic attributes (overall brand quality) of the 
three private label brands when assessing his/her intention to purchase. An 
appropriate point of departure in such an investigation is that of the consumer’s 
perception of quality levels amongst the three private label brands, specifically the 
extrinsic and intrinsic attributes which lead to the formation of the brand’s image. 
These cues impact different consumer groups in their purchasing decisions and may 
help retailers to improve the success of private label brands. Thus, research in this 
area is necessary. 
1.5 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
The aim of this research project is to determine the current consumer perceptions of 
the three private label brands at Pick n Pay Stores, a South African retailer.  
The research sets out to identify any differences between the three Pick n Pay 
private label brands in terms of the degree to which the consumer relies on the 
extrinsic cues (price, advertising, packaging) and intrinsic attributes (overall brand 
quality) of the three private label brands when assessing his/her intention to 
purchase. Of specific interest to this research paper is not only the extent to which 
consumers utilise or rely upon such specific non-product-related (extrinsic) and 
8 
  
 
product-related (intrinsic) brand attributes when considering intention to purchase but 
also to investigate whether such reliance is consistent across the three private label 
brands practised by Pick n Pay Stores.  
In doing so the research will shed light on the current impact and effect of the brand 
associations, namely: pricing; packaging; and user and usage imagery (advertising) 
on the brand image of their three private label brands amongst the targeted 
consumers. Various demographic factors linked to the consumption of such private 
label brands will also be investigated. 
By ascertaining which constructs for each of the three private label brands are 
significant in influencing the consumer’s perception of brand image, this research 
and its findings will assist Pick n Pay Store retailers in reinforcing positive factors 
while addressing the negative ones. 
The aim of the research project is further defined by the primary and secondary 
objectives to be explored. 
1.5.1 Primary objectives 
In line with the problem definition, the primary objective of this study is to investigate 
the consumer perceptions of the three private label brands of Pick n Pay Stores. 
1.5.2 Secondary objectives 
A thorough literature overview of the various private label brand concepts was 
undertaken to aid in the development of a comprehensive theoretical framework for 
identifying how consumers perceive the various private label brand concepts.  
To assist in achieving the primary objectives of the study, the following secondary 
objectives of the research were explored:  
 Present a literature overview of brand and private label brands. 
 Present a literature overview of consumer perceptions of brands and their 
intention to purchase. 
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 Develop a theoretical framework to investigate the consumers’ brand 
perception of the various private label brand concepts and their intention to 
purchase. 
 Identify and implement the appropriate research methodology to maximize 
reliability and validity for this study in order to achieve the overall primary 
objective. 
 Establish the consumers’ brand perception regarding each of the three Pick n 
Pay private label brands. 
 Establish the consumers’ intention to purchase any of the three Pick n Pay 
private label brands. 
 Determine whether the consumers’ brand perception of each of the three Pick 
n Pay private label brands and their intention to purchase was influenced by 
selected demographic variables. 
 Propose how the consumers’ perception of the three Pick n Pay private label 
brands, and their inter-relations, relate to their intention to purchase. 
1.6 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
This study sought to answer the following research questions: 
 What are brand and private label brands? 
 What are consumer perceptions and their intention to purchase brands? 
 What possible theoretical framework can be used to investigate the 
consumers’ brand perception of the various private label brand concepts and 
their intention to purchase  
 What is the appropriate research methodology for this study? 
 What are the consumers’ brand perceptions regarding each of the three Pick 
n Pay private label brands? 
 What are the consumers’ intentions to purchase any of the three Pick n Pay 
private label brands?  
 What demographic variables have an influence on the consumers’ brand 
perception of each of the three Pick n Pay private label brands and their 
intention to purchase? 
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 How does the inter-relationship between the consumers’ perceptions of the 
three Pick n Pay private label brands relate to their intention to purchase? 
In an attempt to maintain consistency between primary and secondary research 
objectives and the proposed research questions, a consistency matrix, Table 1.1, 
has been constructed. 
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TABLE 1.1  
CONSISTENCY MATRIX 
Primary objective:  
 Consumer perceptions of the three private label brands at Pick n Pay Stores  
Secondary objective Research question 
Present a literature overview of brand and private 
label brands. 
 
What are brand and private label brands? 
Present a literature overview of consumer 
perceptions of brands and their intention to 
purchase. 
 
What do consumer perceptions and their intention 
to purchase brands entail? 
Develop a theoretical framework to investigate 
the consumers’ brand perception of the various 
private label brand concepts and their intention to 
purchase. 
 
What possible theoretical framework can be used to 
investigate the consumers’ brand perception of the 
various private label brand concepts and their 
intention to purchase  
Identify and implement the appropriate research 
methodology to maximize reliability and validity 
for this study in order to achieve the overall 
primary objective. 
 
What is the appropriate research methodology for 
this study? 
Establish the consumers’ brand perception of 
each of the three Pick n Pay private label brands. 
 
What are the consumers’ brand perceptions 
towards each of the three Pick n Pay private label 
brands? 
 
Establish the consumers’ intention to purchase 
any of the three Pick n Pay private label brands. 
 
What are the consumers’ intentions to purchase 
any of the three Pick n Pay private label brands? 
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Primary objective:  
 Consumer perceptions of the three private label brands at Pick n Pay Stores  
Secondary objective Research question 
Determine whether the consumers’ brand 
perception for each of the three Pick n Pay 
private label brands and their intention to 
purchase was influenced by selected 
demographic variables. 
 
What demographic variables have an influence on 
the consumers’ brand perception for each of the 
three Pick n Pay private label brands and their 
intention to purchase? 
Propose how the consumers’ perception of the 
three Pick n Pay private label brands, and their 
inter-relations, relate to their intention to 
purchase. 
How does the inter-relationship between the 
consumers’ perceptions of the three Pick n Pay 
private label brands relate to their intention to 
purchase? 
Source: Researcher’s own construct 
1.7 HYPOTHESISED FRAMEWORK 
A private label brand framework with hypotheses is presented in Figure 1.1. The 
premise of the framework is that the three private label brand concepts, namely 
generic, classic and private, are subject to differing consumer perceptions 
(independent variables) which in turn influence the consumers’ intention to purchase 
(dependant variable). 
Pick n Pay Stores’ current private label brands co-exist as PnP no name; PnP; and 
PnP Finest, and are synonymous with the generic, classic, and premium private 
label brand concepts, respectively.  
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FIGURE 1.1 
PRIVATE LABEL BRAND CONCEPTS FRAMEWORK WITH HYPOTHESES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Researcher’s own construct 
It is the four brand attributes, namely: price; packaging; advertising and overall brand 
quality, as identified by Dick, Jain and Richardson (1996) which constitute the 
independent variables in the framework (Figure 1.1). 
To investigate the consumer’s perception of the private label brand at Pick n Pay 
Stores the consumers’ perceptions of Pick n Pay’s three private label brand concepts 
are to be researched independently. 
When one considers the framework as indicated in Figure 1.1 it can be seen that the 
intention to purchase (dependant variable) is shown to be dependent on the four 
product-related brand associations (independent variables).  
The following hypotheses are identified:  
H1: There is a statistical relationship between the brand perception of PnP no name 
(generic private label) and the intention to purchase the brand. 
BRAND 
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PnP no name 
 
BRAND 
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PnP   
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PnP Finest 
 
INTENTION TO 
PURCHASE  
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INTENTION TO 
PURCHASE PnP 
 
INTENTION TO 
PURCHASE  
PnP Finest 
 
H2 
H3 
H1 
H4 
H5 
H6 
H7 
H8 
H9 
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H2: There is a statistical relationship between the brand perception of PnP (classic 
private label) and the intention to purchase the brand. 
H3: There is a statistical relationship between the brand perception of PnP Finest 
(premium private label) and the intention to purchase the brand. 
H4: There is a statistical relationship between the brand perception of PnP no name 
(generic private label) and the brand perception of PnP (classic private label). 
H5: There is a statistical relationship between the brand perception of PnP no name 
(generic private label) and the brand perception of PnP Finest (premium private 
label). 
H6: There is a statistical relationship between the brand perception of PnP (classic 
private label) and the brand perception of PnP Finest (premium private label). 
H7: There is a statistical relationship between the intention to purchase PnP no name 
(generic private label) and the intention to purchase of PnP (classic private 
label). 
H8: There is a statistical relationship between the intention to purchase PnP no name 
(generic private label) and the brand perception of PnP Finest (premium private 
label). 
H9: There is a statistical relationship between the intention to purchase PnP (classic 
private label) and the intention to purchase of PnP Finest (premium private 
label). 
1.8 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  
It was decided that information regarding the different private label brand concepts 
would be obtained from primary as well as secondary research. An empirical study of 
a quantitative nature would be undertaken. 
The development of a framework requires a critical review of secondary sources.  In 
order to successfully research consumer perceptions and evaluations of the private 
label brands at Pick n Pay Stores a basic but thorough understanding of the product 
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attributes that constitute brand associations and ultimately lead to the formation of 
brand image was needed.  
In this study, a qualitative research approach was followed where secondary sources 
were critically evaluated to design the required framework. 
1.8.1 Secondary research 
By conducting a comprehensive literature search, secondary research was used in 
order to identify the criteria/factors that influence the perceptions that consumers 
have towards private labels. Using these criteria/factors that consumers use to 
evaluate private labels, their perceptions across the various private label brand 
concepts were investigated. 
International and national data searches were conducted through the Library of the 
Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University (NMMU) and included ScienceDirect; 
Emerald; Google searches and Mendeley. 
Data were accessed from other international and national libraries by means of the 
inter-library loan facilities at NMMU. As far as can be ascertained, no similar 
research study had been previously undertaken in South Africa. 
1.8.2 Primary research 
Secondary research assisted with the research design in the construction of building 
a comprehensive theoretical framework for identifying how consumers perceive the 
various private label brand concepts.  
A positivistic research paradigm was adopted and the theoretical model was then 
tested by means of a large-scale empirical investigation among the young adult Pick 
n Pay Stores consumers. The research paradigm, sampling, data collection and data 
analysis used in this investigation are discussed below. 
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1.9 RESEARCH DESIGN 
Research design is the structure that guides the execution of research methods. The 
nature of the proposed research warranted a descriptive design, adopting a 
quantitative research paradigm. 
1.9.1 The measuring instrument 
A self-administered questionnaire, consisting of dichotomous multiple-choice, and 
Likert-scale questions, was used to collect the primary data. The questionnaire was 
structured in two sections: 
 Section 1 measured consumers’ perceptions of specifically Pick n Pay Stores’ 
three private label brand concepts and their intention to purchase the private 
label brands. 
 Section 2 collected respondents’ demographic information. 
Consumers’ perceptions of private label brands were measured using the four 
factors of consumers’ perceptions of brands, namely price; packaging; advertising 
cues; and overall brand quality. These four factors highlighted in the literature review 
have been identified from and are supported by previous research, most notably 
Zielke and Dobbelstein's (2007) “Hypothesized Private Brand Proneness 
Framework”. Each factor had 3 to 5 questions (items) pertaining to consumers’ 
perceptions of each of Pick n Pay Stores private label brand concepts. 
1.9.2 The sample 
The population of this study was defined as being that of a regular customer of Pick 
n Pay Stores. For the purpose of this research study, a regular customer was 
defined as being a consumer, over the age of 18, who at least once within a period 
of a month shopped at a Pick n Pay store.  
For ethical reasons the following persons were not allowed to take part in the survey: 
(a) Those under the age of 18 years, or 
(b) over the age of 60 years, or 
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(c) handicapped (e.g. mentally or physically), or 
(d) socially/economically disadvantaged. 
Not only was this stated on the questionnaire itself, but the research assistants 
administering the questionnaires made these limitations known to potential 
respondents. 
Using a non-probability sampling method, convenience sampling in the form of a 
random questionnaire distribution was conducted sampling the general public of Port 
Elizabeth. The respondents were part of the general public and approached 
individually and a random sample was selected.  Additionally, a secure online 
version of the questionnaire was also made available for administration amongst the 
first-year National Diploma students of Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University 
(NMMU). 
1.9.3 Data collection 
The questionnaire distribution took place in and around Port Elizabeth, South Africa. 
It was the researcher intention to have at least 300 valid questionnaires completed 
by respondents for data analysis in order to use meaningful statistics. 
1.9.4 Data analysis 
Descriptive statistics were reported, namely frequencies and mean scores. T-Tests 
were also undertaken.  More advance statistical analysis such as regression analysis 
was also performed. 
1.9.5 Reliability, validity and ethical considerations 
This research was undertaken to assist retailers amongst others in their marketing 
strategy. It was thus important to add valid and reliable scientific data that would 
translate into truthful information that could be used beneficially.  
 
To ensure that the data collected were reliable and valid, use was made of at least 
content validity and Cronbach’s alphas to determine reliability.  Ethical approval for 
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this research was obtained from the NMMU Research Ethics Committee as this 
research involved consumers being questioned.  
1.10 SCOPE OF THE STUDY 
Due to financial, time and personal constraints, the study was limited in its scope. 
Only the South African supermarket retailer, Pick n Pay Stores, was reported on in 
the empirical study. 
The three largest supermarket retailers of South African origin as identified in the 
15th annual report “ Switching channels: global powers of retailing 2012” (Deloitte 
Touche Tohmatsu Limited) are as follows: 
 Shoprite Holdings Limited, ranked 92 globally, Supermarket. 
 Pick n Pay Stores, ranked 133 globally, Supermarket. 
 The SPAR Group Limited, ranked 179 globally, Supermarket. 
There was only one delimitation applicable to the research study. The study 
attempted only to assess consumer perceptions of private label brands of Pick n Pay 
Stores. Pick n Pay’s private label brands, or House Brands, include PnP no name 
brand; Pick n Pay brand; and Finest brand, Organic brand, and Green brand. The 
author has in the interests of reducing possible confusion from respondents, limited 
the study to that of no name brand; Pick n Pay brand; and Finest brand. The reason 
was that Organic and Green are relatively new brand extensions to the PnP House 
Brands and consumers might be unfamiliar with them.   
1.11 STRUCTURE OF THE RESEARCH 
The research study was divided into five chapters as follows: 
 CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
The first chapter served to provide details on the rationale for the study; define the 
problem hence detailing the aims and objectives of the study; give a review of 
previous research; and describe the research design.  
19 
  
 
The chapter defined the private label concept and differentiated it from similar 
concepts. It summarized the global historical developments of private labelling and 
provided a current overview of trends in private labelling practices. A brief overview 
of the research design and methodology was presented, followed by the scope of the 
study being defined. The chapter concluded with the content of the subsequent 
chapters being outlined. 
 CHAPTER 2: A LITERATURE OVERVIEW OF BRAND AND PRIVATE 
LABEL BRANDS 
The literature review chapter explores existing literature on the concepts of brand, 
branding and brand equity; and the nature and success factors of private labels in 
retail. It is through the identification of such factors that consumers’ perceptions of 
private labels are influenced and the various private label brand concepts are 
evaluated.  
Specific reference was made to the state of private label brands in the South African 
supermarket retail sector, most notably commenting on the top three supermarket 
retailers in South Africa, these being Shoprite Holdings Limited; Pick n Pay Stores; 
and The SPAR Group Limited.  
The primary retailer of interest in this research study was Pick n Pay Stores, hence 
additional insight into the company’s history and current private label brands strategy 
was included. 
 CHAPTER 3: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY 
This chapter discusses the development of the conceptual framework, the 
relationships found within the framework and the reason for the particular framework 
design. The design was done by breaking the framework into its respective parts and 
the relationships were explained through the components in each part of the 
framework. 
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 CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
This chapter discusses the methodology of the study. Details regarding the research 
paradigm, data collection and techniques, questionnaire design and data analysis of 
the research study are included. 
 CHAPTER 5: EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
The major findings resulting from the empirical study are presented in Chapter 5.  
 CHAPTER 6: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The last chapter takes the form of a synopsis of the study with the results of the 
research and most important findings being concluded. Further reference is made to 
the limitations of the study and some suggestions for future research are provided. 
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CHAPTER 2 
A LITERATURE OVERVIEW OF BRAND AND PRIVATE 
LABEL BRANDS 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
In line with the problem definition, the primary objective of this study was to 
investigate the consumer perceptions of the three private label brands at Pick n Pay 
Stores. In order to successfully research consumer perceptions and evaluations of 
the private label brands at Pick n Pay Stores a basic but thorough understanding of 
the marketing mix elements which constitute the concepts of “brand”, “brand equity”, 
“brand image” was needed.  It is essential that practising managers and marketers 
update their understanding of the nature and role that brand plays in how consumers 
perceive their products, as building brand equity, or strong brands, is considered to 
be one of the key drivers of a business’s success (Prasad & Dev 2000:22).  
An empirical study of such a nature assisted the researcher in identifying the primary 
marketing mix elements (product-related and non-product-related brand attributes) 
which consumers utilize when evaluating various brands, specifically when making 
intention to purchase judgments on fast moving consumer goods in the retail grocery 
sector.  
As this research paper will specifically investigate the three private label brands of 
Pick n Pay Stores, existing literature on how private label brands have thus far fared 
in comparison to manufacturer brands regarding quality judgments will further assist 
the research.  An overview of the latest development in private label branding with 
specific reference to Pick n Pay Stores and its current private label brands is also 
included.   
This chapter will commence with a thorough literature overview of the term brand. 
The basic concept of branding and the developments of private label brands in the 
retail sector will be reviewed. Private label brand concepts are clearly defined in the 
context of this study. Thereafter, consumer brand quality judgements will be 
discussed as they pertain to the consumer’s intention to purchase. Furthermore, past 
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and current private label branding trends and developments in Pick n Pay Stores will 
be noted. 
2.2 DEFINING THE TERM BRAND 
A brand is the collection of actual and emotional characteristics associated with a 
particular identified product or service with the intended purpose of differentiating 
that particular product or service from the rest of the marketplace (Egan 2007:79). 
The key concepts of brand are brand equity and branding (Crescitelli et al 2009:103). 
A brand can be represented in a name, term, design, symbol, a combination of 
these, or any other feature that identifies one seller's good or service as distinct from 
those of other sellers in the mind of the consumer (Venter & Jansen Van Rensberg 
2009:206). With attributes such as value, personality, associations and quality, 
constituting the definition of brand (Crescitelli et al 2009:102), consumers are better 
able to easily process information about the purchasing of the product or service.  
Brand value is the value that the brand equity generates to the customer and to the 
firm (Aaker 1991:269). Brand equity thus deals with brand value, i.e. the brand’s 
strength. While brand equity refers to the monetary value of a brand name (Lamb et 
al 2010:251) a fundamental asset underlying brand equity is that of customer equity 
(Georget 2010:247). The importance of brand equity as a revenue driver is noted in 
Roberts and Wong’s (2011:3) definition of brand as being the sum of all variables 
that influence future sales.  
Brand, brand equity and branding are seen to complement each other (Crescitelli et 
al 2009:103). Figure 2.1 represents this relation between a brand, brand equity, and 
branding. 
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FIGURE 2.1 
RELATION BETWEEN BRAND, BRAND EQUITY AND BRANDING 
 
Source: Crescitelli & Figueiredo 2009:103 
From Figure 2.1 it can be seen that the process of branding consists of brand equity, 
while brand equity, i.e. managing (creating and sustaining) brand value consists only 
of a brand. Aaker (2002:5) considers branding as the process of generating brand 
equity. 
The process of branding has changed over the years and has come to include much 
more than just creating a way to identify a product or company (Subhani & Osman 
2011:12). The efforts of branding has been used to create a feeling of association, a 
sense of higher quality, and an aura of intangible qualities that envelop the brand 
name, symbol or mark (Keller 2009:140). Stated more simply, branding adds more 
value to an organisation through its role of a value-adding system (Crescitelli & 
Figueiredo 2009:102). Thus branding can be seen as the act of creating brand 
equity; put more simply, it is the process of managing, creating and sustaining brand 
value. 
It can be said that having a notably strong brand is a considerable managerial 
resource as it can help establish distribution networks, strengthen pricing flexibility, 
and enable brand extensions to aid customer acceptance of new products (Kay 
Branding 
Brand 
Equity Brand 
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2006:742). It is in this light that brands should be regarded as powerful assets that 
must be carefully developed and managed. 
2.3 BRAND IMAGE 
It is commonly mistaken that a brand image is a logo, but in truth the brand image is 
the accumulation of every customer or prospect’s interaction and observation with a 
company that creates an impression in their mind (Randall 2000:7). These consumer 
perceptions of and preferences for a brand, are reflected by the various types of 
brand associations held in their memory. These brand associations can form 
essential points-of-difference between brands, and thus be sources of brand equity 
to drive the differential effects (Keller 2009:143). These effects include enhanced 
loyalty; price premiums and more favourable price elasticity responses; greater 
communication and channel effectiveness; and growth opportunities via extensions 
or licensing (Hoeffler et al 2002). 
Brand imagery refers to how people think about a brand abstractly rather than what 
they think the brand actually does. How people think about a brand forms part of 
brand imagery, and thus refers to the intangible parts of the brand. Keller (2001:18) 
states that there are four categories of brand imagery that affect a brand.  
 Firstly, user profiles involve the type of person or organisation that uses the 
brand and how they think of the brand due to specific user conditions.  
 Secondly, purchase and usage situations involving whether a brand should be 
bought and used are determined by certain situations.  
 Thirdly, personality and values of some brands take on different personalities 
and offer specific value to the customer.  
 And lastly, history, heritage, and experience of brand purchases can be 
related to a person’s past or history or even the past purchases of other 
people known to them.  
Thus brand image can refer to both intangible and tangible aspects, intrinsic or 
extrinsic cues, and can be the result of both internal and external stimuli to each 
individual depending on their own experience with the brand in the question (Hart & 
Murphy 1998:2).  
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Subhani and Osman (2011:157) explain that aided and unaided awareness, image, 
and branding marketing research studies are used to determine the extent to which 
consumers are familiar with and have positive opinions about their products or 
services. In addition to the advertising campaigns, message and media choices, 
Pitta and Katsanis (1995:53) note that packaging, pricing and distribution channels 
are typical marketing tools that can be used to create brand image.  
It is first necessary to understand further the formation of the brand image through 
various marketing strategies and understanding of the various elements that 
constitute a brand.  
2.4 BRAND ELEMENTS 
A variety of brand elements can be chosen that inherently enhance and facilitate the 
formation of strong, favourable, and unique brand images, most notably: brand 
name, logos, or trade dress (packaging).  
These assets, along with patents, channel relationships, and trademarks make up 
brand equity, and form part of the primary source of competitive advantage and 
future earnings. Brand equity is referred to by Aaker (1996:8) as the intangible 
assets of any business such as loyal customers, brands, symbols and slogans. The 
brand’s underlying image, identity, attitudes, personality, familiarity, associations and 
name awareness also form part of these intangible assets.  
2.4.1 Brand names 
Brand names do not develop naturally but instead are deliberately created. Unlike 
personal and place names, brand names started to develop little more than a century 
ago, many of which have only been in use for a short period (Room 1998:22).The 
creation of brand names has become more sophisticated in recent times; however 
the basic principles and categories established in the nineteenth century are still 
evident today. 
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From a list of 1890 American leaders in national advertising, Room (1998:15) 
identified seven categories of brand names dependent on what the names were 
based on; the categories were as follows: 
 Personal name based, such as the inventor, or patentee. For example, Cook’s 
Tours, Mercedes-Benz. 
 Place name based, using the origin of the brand in its name. For example, 
Columbia outdoor apparel, and Bostik (Boston). 
 Invented scientific name based, often based on Latin or Greek, for example 
Caligraph Typewriter translates to “beautiful writing”, and Klaxon based on the 
Greek word meaning “I will make a loud sound”. 
 Status based names, using fine-sounding English words, for example 
Monarch Bicycles, Regal Shoes, Diamond Dyes. 
 “Good association” based names, for example Ivory Soap, and Sunlight Soap, 
all examples of associations of purity which often have a true or purported 
story of origin. 
 Artificial based names (neologisms) that may or may not resemble real words, 
for example Kodak, and Uneeda Biscuits. 
 Descriptive based names, Rambler Bicycle, Shredded Wheat, and Coca-Cola 
(made from coca leaves and cola nut). 
Many legal systems throughout the world recognise the value of brands to both 
consumers and producers as most notably seen in the establishment of intellectual 
property laws (Hart & Murphy 1998:1). An example of a brand name losing its legal 
status as a proprietary name in Britain and some other countries is that of 
Gramophone – an “invented scientific” name. Patented on 8 November 1887 by 
Emile Berliner in Washington DC, he devised the name by reversing the two 
elements of the words Phonogram and Phonograph (“sound writing”) in an attempt to 
differentiate his invention from his competitors (Room 1998:21). Over time Berliner’s 
brand name Gramophone was to be diluted by numerous similar spellings such as 
the German Grammophon, and the Russian Grammofon, which led to the brand 
name being adopted as the generic name for the machine in many countries. 
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2.4.2 Logos 
In the earliest days of advertising and marketing of a seller’s products or services, 
pictures and symbols have been used. Most notably appealing in the preindustrial 
age, were symbols, such as a boot for a cobbler, carved on a sign that could be 
found hanging in front of the place of business (Arens, Schaefer & Weigold 2009:10). 
The obvious advantage of using symbols and pictures instead of words would be 
that no reading skills would be required to understand the intended message. This 
use of pictorial advertising to accompany and support a brand name would later lead 
to what is now referred to as a brand’s logo (Room 1998:18). A brand logo, also 
referred to as a brand mark, represents the symbol elements of a brand that cannot 
be verbalised, for example the well-known Mercedes-Benz, BMW and Volkswagen 
symbols (Lamb et al 2010:250). Having the ability to be linked closely as cultural 
symbols of consumer self-identity, brand logos of strong brands are often sought out, 
bought, or collected by consumers on products quite apart from their original 
contexts (Kay 2006:746). 
2.4.3 Trade dress 
In January 1992 the Supreme Court of the United States of America made what was 
to become a landmark ruling on a trade dress case. Originating from the Trademark 
Act of 1946, more commonly called the Lanham Act, the court sought to rule in favor 
of protecting trademarks under existing intellectual property laws (Rosen & Alpert 
1994:50). With this ruling, the broad definition of trade dress as “the total image of 
the business” or general appearance came into being. A brand’s trade dress thus 
refers to the packaging or appearance of the product. 
The accuracy and speed with which a brand can be differentiated from its 
competitors’ brands is enhanced by visual uniqueness of the brand (Warlop & Alba 
2004:21). Using the brand cue of packaging can be particularly useful as it is the 
actual stimulus the shopper is confronted with at the point of purchase (Aaker 
1991:75) it is thus a potential source of differentiation, hence competitive advantage 
and should be protected as such. 
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Trademarks are not the only assets of a brand that can be protected by law. 
Originally, trademarks were simple symbols or initials signifying the “mark of the 
trade”; however, in modern times they have come to refer to logos, other graphic 
symbols, or unusual renderings of the brand name that are protectable by law 
(Moriarty, Mitchell & Wells 2012:77). The advent of trade dress protection reflects an 
attempt to protect consumers from purchasing one product under the belief that it is 
another.  
Establishing distinctive brand images produces numerous benefits for both the 
consumer and manufacturer. 
2.5 BENEFITS OF BRANDING 
The three main purposes of branding are: product identification, repeat sales 
(loyalty) and enhancing new-product sales, the most important purpose being 
product identification (Lamb et al 2010:250). There are many brands that are in 
competition for an overall market share of particular product categories. These 
competing products have very similar features and prices available to customers. In 
an attempt to differentiate themselves and their products, more companies have 
been creating associations in the minds of consumers beyond the conventional 
product attributes and functional benefits by adding extra value in the form of 
emotional benefits (Martensen & Grønholdt 2003:74).  
Therefore, brands can offer the ultimate factor in the decision-making process by 
how customers perceive their brand. In assisting the consumer in distinguishing the 
offer from similar products or services within the established category, branding is 
fundamental in generating consumer awareness by naming the offer (Kay 2006:744). 
Brand assets such as the brand’s trade dress, logos, brand names and slogans are 
all means by which firms can distinguish their brand (refer to 2.4). By use of 
distinguishing branding features, marketers attempt to reduce the time and effort 
shoppers use in making effective identification of their product (Lamb et al 
2010:250). Not only does the shopper benefit from this reduction in cognitive 
purchasing effort but the marketers also stand to benefit as reduced selling times 
and effort lead to cost reductions. 
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Brands can allow consumers to clearly identify and specify products as to their level 
of value (Hart & Murphy 1998:2). By being familiar with a brand in terms of its 
reliability and quality offering consumers gain a sense of added security and 
confidence (risk reducer) when purchasing (Lamb et al 2010:251). Additionally, it has 
been noted that effective branding has allowed marketers to be more flexible with 
charging price premiums for their branded products (Lamb et al 2010:251). In 
addition to strong brands making customers loyal and less price-sensitive, when 
brands are perceived as different, firms avoid direct or “head to head” competition 
(Kay 2006:745). 
As with a brand’s trade dress, or logo, brand assets are intended to help consumers 
recognize/identify the source of the product and reduce confusion about the product 
(refer to 2.4.2 and 2.4.3). The obvious advantage of using symbols and pictures 
instead of words would be that no reading skills would be required to understand the 
intended message. 
A benefit to the marketer is that branded products can usually be protected by legal 
means, this being an effective means of preventing competitors from indiscriminately 
copying their products. By means of a trademark, the exclusive right to use a brand 
or part of a brand can be legally enforced thus prohibiting the unauthorised use of 
the brand by others (Lamb et al 2010:257). A legal sign that indicates ownership is 
referred to as a trademark (Moriarty et al 2012:77). Trademarks are intended to help 
consumers recognize/identify the source of the product and reduce confusion about 
the product. Trademarks take the form of words or designs used to identify and 
differentiate products (Rosen & Alpert 1994:50). 
Under the Trade Marks Act 194 of 1993, a trade mark is defined as “a mark used or 
proposed to be used by a person in relation to goods or services for the purpose of 
distinguishing those goods or services from the same kind of goods or services 
connected in the course of trade with any other persons” (South African Institute of 
Intellectual Property Law 2012).  Specifically, a “mark” is defined as “any sign 
capable of being represented graphically, including a device name, signature, word, 
letter, numeral, shape, configuration, pattern, ornamentation, colour or container for 
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goods, or any combination thereof” (South African Institute of Intellectual Property 
Law 2012). 
The use of the symbol “™” next to the name or mark of a brand signifies a registered 
trademark indicating the legally protectable element of the brand, or its trademark.  
Trademarks are not the only assets of a brand that can be protected by law. 
Originally, trademarks were simple symbols or initials signifying the “mark of the 
trade”; however, in modern times they have come to refer to logos, other graphic 
symbols, or unusual renderings of the brand name that are protectable by law 
(Moriarty et al 2012:77). With the advent of trade dress protection it attempts to 
protect consumers from purchasing one product under the belief that it is another 
(refer to section 2.4.3).  
2.6 STRATEGIC BRAND DECISIONS 
Whether to brand a product/service or not can be a strategic decision in itself. The 
lack of a brand name has been used as a selling point by some favouring an 
unbranded product. The move to unbranded products led to the  conceptualization of 
“generic” or “no name brands” under the banner of private labels, an alternative to 
the manufacturer brands that were currently in the market (Lamb et al 2010:253). 
The irony is that unbranded products have today become brands in their own right, 
this is evident in Pick n Pay Stores’ generic private label brand, “no name”, being a 
registered trademark, hence a brand in its own right. Figure 2.2 depicts the major 
branding decisions.  
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FIGURE 2.2 
MAJOR BRANDING DECISIONS 
 
Source: Lamb et al 2010:255 
Figure 2.2 illustrates that if a marketer decides to brand products/services, whether 
under a manufacturer label or private label brand, he/she will be faced with the 
strategic option of individual brands, family brands, or a combination of the two 
(Lamb et al 2010:255).  
Individual branding is the practice of using different brand names for different 
products, most notably used when the product varies significantly in use, quality and 
performance. A family brand approach entails the marketing of several different 
products under the same brand name across varying product categories, i.e. Sony’s 
family brand includes radios, televisions, stereos, and computer products. Pick n Pay 
Stores’ current strategy of using three private label brands, that of PnP no name; 
PnP; and PnP Finest, has in a way created three distinct family brands. 
George (2010:248) notes further sponsorship options a manufacturer needs to 
consider, namely: whether to develop a manufacturer’s brand or a private brand; and 
whether to utilize co-branding and/or licensing.  
A manufacturer brand refers to a brand name owned by a manufacturer or other 
producer (Boone & Kurtz 2012:380). Private label brand, also known as store brand, 
retail brand, generic brand or house brand, refers to those brands that are owned by, 
and sold through, a specific chain of stores (the Private Label Manufacturers 
Brand 
Manufacturer's brand 
Individual brand 
Family brand 
Private brand 
Individual 
brand Family brand 
No brand 
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Association 2011; Baltas 1997:315). Thus, instead of being owned by the producer, 
private labels are brands belonging to a retailer or a supplier. 
Co-branding is a branding strategy whereby two individual brands combine in their 
branding efforts on a singular product in an attempt to enhance the brand awareness 
and equity of both brands (Lamb et al 2010:256). An example of such a brand 
partnership is that of the surface cleaner Handy Andy and the kitchen appliance 
manufacturer, AEG seen co-branding in their advertising campaign material. By 
using two brands that dominate in different categories, broader consumer appeal, 
greater brand equity and the potential of expanding the brand into a category it 
otherwise might have struggled to enter alone are some of the potential benefits co-
branding offers (George 2010:252). Brand licensing refers to the licensing of any 
brand names or symbols to a second party user for the intended use of branding 
their products therewith. 
Four choices are available to a firm when it comes to brand development, they are: 
line extension, brand extension, multi-brands, and new brands (George 2010:253).  
Line extension is the process whereby a firm extends an existing brand name to new 
forms, colours, sizes, ingredients or flavours of a product category in which it 
currently operates. For example, Jungle Oats expanded its line to include Jungle 
Oats bars and Jungle Oats cookies. Line extension differs from the family brands 
approach in that unlike family brands, line extension is the use of the same brand 
name in an existing product category. 
Brand extension occurs when a firm extends an existing brand name to new product 
categories. For example, the Jeep brand originally known for the range of off-road 
vehicles extended the brand name into the product category of casual wear clothing. 
A firm which introduces a new brand in a product category in which it already has a 
brand is practising multi-branding. For example, Unilever currently markets two 
washing powder brands under the brand names, Omo, and Skip.  Pick n Pay Stores 
could be viewed as practising a form of multi-branding in that the use of its three 
private label brands, that of PnP no name; PnP; and PnP Finest, has resulted in 
similar products in identical product categories appearing.  
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2.7 A PERSPECTIVE ON PRIVATE LABEL BRANDS 
Private label brands, also known as store brands, retail brands, generic brands or 
house brands, refer to those brands that are owned by, and sold through, a specific 
chain of stores (the Private Label Manufacturers Association 2012; Baltas 1997:315). 
Thus, instead of being owned by the producer, private labels are brands belonging to 
a retailer or a supplier. in South Africa a significant market share was first most 
notably noted in product categories such as canned fruits, canned vegetables and 
paper products (Lamb et al 2010:254).  
In contrast to private label brands, there are national brands, also known as 
manufacturer brands. A manufacturer brand refers to a brand name owned by a 
manufacturer or other producer (Boone & Kurtz 2012, P. 380). It has been noted by 
authors (Lamb et al 2010:254) that the term national brand is not an accurate 
synonym for a manufacturer brand as many manufacturers serve only regional 
markets.  
2.7.1 Previous research on private label brands 
For the better part of four decades, the research on private label brands has been of 
substantial interest to marketing researchers. The recent prolific growth in private 
label brands has prompted further research on who buys private label brand 
products, whether and how private label brands provide leverage to retailers, and the 
category and market determinants of private label share. The main findings from 
such research are summarized below. 
During the 1960s and 1970s, researchers were attempting to profile the private label 
brand prone shopper. Their studies profiled private label brand buyers in terms of 
personality characteristics (Myers 1967), socio-economic variables (Coe 1971; Frank 
& Boyd 1965; Murphy 1978), information processing (Bettman 1974), and shopping 
style  (Bellizzi, Krueckeberg, Hamilton & Martin 1981). As revealed by these and 
other experimental studies, households were reluctant to buy private label brands as 
they associated these brands with products of relatively poor quality  (Bellizzi et al 
1981; Cunningham, Hardy & Imperia 1982). 
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In the 90s, the research on private label brands turned its focus to identifying the 
factors that had led to the remarkable success of private label brands. Factors such 
as: improved private label brand product quality; increased retailer power; and, 
decreased manufacture brand innovation and advertising were identified as 
significant contributors to this phenomenon (Hoch & Banerji 1993; Krishnan & Soni 
1997; Steenkamp & Dekimpe 1997; Mela, Gupta & Jedidi 1998; Narasimhan & 
Wilcox 1998). 
The ever-increasing success of private label brands was a cause of concern 
amongst the manufacturer brands. The factors that determine the category share a 
private label brand attained as well as the reasons retailers decide to carry private 
label brands became the focal point of research. Research outlined the need for 
manufacturer brands to continually invest in brand building by adherence to solving 
consumer problems with a higher-quality product supported by good advertising 
which aggressively communicated the differentiating benefit (Hoch & Banerji 1993; 
Hoch 1996). This supported the notion at the time that perceived quality as much 
more important than the level of price discount in determining the private label brand 
category share. It was found that private label brands gain higher share in large, less 
promoted categories with a small number of brands, and when the price differential 
between manufacturer brands and private label brand is large (Dhar & Hoch 1997; 
Hoch & Banerji 1993). 
The consumers’ ratings of private label brands were found to be higher when store 
image was favourable (Richardson, Jain & Dick 1996). Store image and loyalty 
improved as consumers become familiar with the private label brands and their 
shopping was facilitated by the ability to buy a single brand across a wide range of 
product categories (Steenkamp & Dekimpe 1997). In other words, when retailers 
stocked high quality manufacturer brands, the valuation of their private label brands 
was improved, hence improving the consumers’ perceptions of the retailer’s overall 
image. 
Research by Narasimhan and Wilcox (1998) proved the fears of the manufacturer 
brands true in that private label brands did give the retailers negotiating leverage. 
However, Dunne and Narasimhan's (1999) findings suggested that manufacturer 
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brands should not openly oppose the notion of producing private label brands 
themselves. The fact that manufacturers often had the capability of producing 
premium quality private label brand products; had existing experience with producing 
low quality price fighter products; and had existing supply agreements with retails, all 
suggested that manufacturers could capitalise on the  new opportunities that 
producing private label brands offered. 
The more recent line of research on private label brands has primarily focused on 
readdressing the profile of the private label brand prone consumer (Ailawadi, Neslin 
& Gedenk 2001) and consumer-side factors that drive private label brand success 
(Erdem, Zhao & Valenzuela 2004). Their empirical generalizations highlighted the 
private label brand user as price sensitive but not image sensitive, middle-income, 
and educated, spanning a wide array of demographic and psychographic 
characteristics. 
As private label brands matured from predominantly being representative of inferior, 
low quality products into premium private label brand products which were similar in 
quality standards to manufacturer label (Geyskens, Gielens & Gijsbrechts 2010; 
González-Benito & Martos-Partal 2012; Zimmerman, Kesmodel & Jargon 2007), a 
question of concern by producers of manufacture label brands was whether 
consumers’ were still willing to pay a price premium for their manufacturer label 
brands over private label brands. Research by Steenkamp (2010) indicated that 
consumer willingness to pay decreased as private label brands matured. 
In terms of store loyalty, when a retailer uses an appropriate balance between 
private label and manufacture label brands, private label brands have been found to 
positively contribute to a retailer’s performance (González-Benito & Martos-Partal 
2012). The customers’ perception of private label brands inherently relates to their 
perception of the retailer, which indicated that the success of private label brand 
strategy depends on its coherence with the retailer’s positioning (González-Benito & 
Martos-Partal 2012). 
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2.7.2 Private label brand concepts 
As can be seen from section 2.7.1 numerous studies have been conducted relating 
to private labels since as far back as the 1960s. Past studies have raised issues of 
competition among retailers; and between retailers and manufacturers. It is these 
horizontal and vertical dimensions that have underpinned much of the existing work 
on retail brands, and allowed for a straightforward stakeholder (consumer, retailer, 
supplier) framework to be used to consider past research (Morton & Zettelmeyer 
2004). With reference to academic research specific to retailers’ private label brands, 
there are different literature streams that have evolved over time. Most of the 
previous studies can be classified under three major focuses (Altintas, Kiliç, Senol & 
Isin 2010) namely: consumer orientated studies; private label brand development; 
and retailer and manufacturer based studies.  Table 2.1 shows how private labels 
have evolved through the different generations. 
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TABLE 2.1 
PRIVATE LABEL EVOLUTIONARY GENERATIONS 
 1
st
 Generation 2
nd
 Generation 3
rd
 Generation 4
th
 Generation 
Branding form Generic; No 
name; Brand free; 
Unbranded 
Own label; 
Unsupported own 
brand 
Supported own 
brand 
Extended retailer 
brand, i.e. 
segmented retail 
brands 
Strategy Generic Low price copy Me-too copy of 
major brands 
Value-added 
Objectives Increase margins; 
Provide choice in 
pricing 
Increase margins; 
Reduce 
manufacturers’ 
power by setting 
the entry price; 
Provide better-
value product 
(quality/price) 
Enhance category 
margins; Expand 
product 
assortment, i.e. 
customer choice; 
Build retailer’s 
image among 
consumers 
Increase and 
retain the 
customer base; 
Enhance category 
margins; Improve 
image further; 
Differentiate 
Product Basic and 
functional 
products; 
Commodities 
Staples or basic 
lines with large 
volume 
Big category 
products; Major 
sale items 
Image-forming 
product groups; 
Large number of 
products with 
small volume 
(niche) 
Technology Simple product 
process and basic 
technology 
Technology 
lagging behind 
market leaders 
Close to the 
brand leader 
Innovative 
technology and 
processes 
Quality/Image Lower quality and 
inferior image 
compared with 
the 
manufacturers’ 
brands 
Medium quality 
but still perceived 
as lower than 
leading 
manufacturers’ 
brands; 
Secondary brand 
alongside the 
leading 
manufacturer’s 
brand 
Comparable with 
the brand leaders 
Same or better 
than the brand 
leader; Innovative 
and different 
products from 
brand leaders 
Price position 20% or more 
below the brand 
leader 
10-20% below  5-10% below Equal or higher 
than known brand 
Consumers’ 
motivation to 
buy 
Price is the main 
criterion for 
buying 
Price is still 
important 
Both quality and 
price, i.e. value 
for money 
Better and unique 
products 
Supplier National, not 
specialized 
National, partly 
specializing to 
own label 
manufacturing 
National, mostly 
specializing for 
own brand 
manufacturing 
International, 
manufacturing 
mostly own 
brands 
Source: Adapted from Burt and Sparks (2002). 
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Table 2.1 highlights the first generation as private label brands characteristic of being 
generic and offering a poorer level of quality and technology to the consumer when 
compared to manufacturer brands. 
a) Generic private label brands 
From   
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Table 2.1, Zielke and Dobbelstein (2007:113) describe the first generation of private 
label brands as generic private label brands. Based on their strategic orientation, 
these generic private label brands are characterised as brands providing basic 
features, and a plain design.  With reference to price they are positioned at the 
lowest level (Yelkur 2000:447). 
b) Classic private label brands 
The second generation of private label brands has been characterised by improved 
quality and technology, but still inferior in comparison to manufacturer brands. But it 
was the third generation of private label brands that were of comparable quality and 
similar to the leading brands in terms of technology. Private label brands which find 
themselves in this generation are termed classic private label brands (Zielke & 
Dobbelstein 2007:113). Their average price advantage is 10 to 30 percent that of 
leading national brands (Baltas 1997:315). 
c) Premium private label brands 
Most recently, private label brands have entered into their fourth evolutionary 
generation, namely private label brands that are characteristic of the same or even 
better quality in comparison to manufacturer brands. These private label brands, 
termed premium private labels, are positioned closely with leading manufacturer 
brands (Davies 1998:141).  
Kumar and Steenkamp (2007) similarly differentiate three distinct private label brand 
strategies – generics, standard, and premium private label brands. According to their 
increasing focus on quality and diminishing attention to price, a private label brand 
strategy often aligns with a retailer’s price–quality positioning (González-Benito & 
Martos-Partal 2011:3).  
2.8 INTENTION TO PURCHASE 
Consumer orientated studies, such as that by Mieres, Martín and Gutiérrez (2006) 
and by Zielke and Dobbelstein (2007), have been conducted in order to determine 
characteristics of consumers who purchase private label brands. It is now widely 
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accepted in the academic world that a wide range of consumers with different 
demographics, socio-economic features, lifestyle, and value profiles purchase 
private label brands (Burt & Davies 2010:866). 
Further consumer orientated studies have investigated consumers’ loyalty and 
perceptions towards manufacturer brands and having found them to be stronger in 
tendency when compared to private label brands (Broyles, Ross, Davis & Leingpibul 
2011). Consumer willingness to purchase (intention to purchase) private label brands 
is defined as the degree to which consumers are inclined to actually purchase 
private label brand items. The definition is consistent with that of previous studies 
that have examined this construct (Richardson & Jain 1996; Zielke & Dobbelstein 
2007).   
Private label brand sales have been found to increase as the price advantage 
towards manufacturer brands grows, resulting in higher market shares for the latter 
(Dhar & Hoch 1997:213). 
2.8.1 The influences of brand awareness on the decision-making process of 
customers 
It is important that consumers think of the brand when they think of a particular 
product category. Brand awareness is an important factor as raising brand 
awareness increases the likelihood that the brand will be a member of the 
consideration set (Nedungadi 1990:264), being the set of brands brought to mind on 
a particular choice occasion. Additionally, decisions about brands in the 
consideration set can be affected by brand awareness, even if there are 
fundamentally no other brand associations (Keller 1993:3). 
2.8.2 The concept of previous experience in private label brands 
Consumers who have had favourable past experiences with a specific product or 
brand are more willing to make repeated purchases of that specific product as 
needed (Lamb et al 2010:84). Consumers prefer to buy private labels when 
experience and search attributes dominate the product category (Sinha & Batra 
1999:247; Batra & Sinha 2000:187). 
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2.8.3 The concept of risk in private label brands 
An important determinant of consumers’ propensity to favourably evaluate, and 
hence positively influence their willingness to purchase  private label brands is that of 
perceived risk associated with using private label brands. Consumer perceptions of 
financial, social, and psychological risks associated with a purchasing decision all 
influence the level of consumer involvement, with an increase in risk perceptions 
leading to increased levels of consumer involvement (Lamb et al 2010:85). In other 
words, consumers’ willingness to buy private labels increases when the perceived 
risk of negative consequences due to a wrong purchase decision in the category is 
low (Sinha & Batra 1999:247; Batra & Sinha 2000:187).  
2.9 BRAND PERCEPTIONS 
Brands are used to create a particular perception in the mind of the consumer that is 
unique and there is no other product in the market similar to it. In order for a brand to 
stay strong over a time, it must provide a product or service which consumers and 
prospective buyers can rely on and trust, which will then lead to brand loyalty. The 
brand’s value proposition refers to the full mix of benefits by which the brand is 
differentiated and positioned (Vigar-Ellis 2010:223). 
Perceived quality is the perception of overall quality, not necessarily based on 
knowledge of detailed specifications, associated with a brand. Aaker (2004:8) 
explains that perceived quality is very difficult to achieve and that providing actual 
quality is not enough. The perceptions of a brand need to be managed, which means 
that extrinsic quality cues of brands need to be understood and actively managed. 
Venter and Jansen Van Rensberg (2009:250) refer to brand perception as the ability 
of consumers’ to identify a brand under dissimilar conditions, as reflected by their 
brand recognition or recall performance. Thus, the perception of a brand is another 
valuation of brand to push the customer to buy a product. 
Brand judgments focus on the customers’ personal opinions and how they evaluate 
the brand. Opinions are formed from the performance and imagery of the brand. 
There are four brand judgments that are important to a brand (Keller 2001:13):  
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 Brand quality measures attitudes that are held towards the brand due the 
perceived quality of the brand.  
 Brand credibility is judgments that may be formed with respect the company 
or organisation behind the brand.  
 Brand consideration is found when brands have been added to the 
consideration set and judgments have been made that change the buying 
behaviour in a positive way.  
 Brand superiority is seen as the attitude that the brand is superior to others. 
 
Brand feelings are the customers’ emotional reactions and responses to the brand; 
the feelings that are felt by consumers’ when they hear or see the brand. Keller 
(2001:14) states that there are six important types of brand-building feelings: 
 Warmth – the feeling of comfort and soothing towards a brand. 
 Fun – upbeat and fun feelings towards a brand.  
 Excitement – the extent to how energised and excited consumers’ feel about 
the brand. 
 Security – the feeling of comfort and safety towards a brand.  
 Social approval – consumers’ feeling positively about how others react to a 
brand.  
 Self-respect – when customers feel better about themselves. 
 
Brand associations upon which brand perceptions are made can further be 
categorised under the two broad terms of non-product-related (extrinsic) and 
product-related (intrinsic) brand associations. These two categories are further 
discussed below. 
2.9.1 Non-product-related brand associations  
It is commonly mistakenly thought that a brand image is a logo, but in truth the brand 
image is the accumulation of every customer or prospect’s interaction and 
observation with a company that creates an impression in their mind (Randall 
2000:7). These consumer perceptions of and preferences for a brand, are reflected 
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by the various types of brand associations held in their memory. These brand 
associations can form essential points-of-difference between brands, and thus be 
sources of brand equity to drive the differential effects (Keller 2009:143).  
The search for experience goods is sometimes ineffective, and consumers must rely 
on some cues in making their assessments of a product. Non-product-related 
attributes are extrinsic cues, namely: brand name; packaging; price; and, user and 
usage imagery (advertising) which are not part of the physical product that can be 
changed without changing the product (Aaker 1996; Keller 1993). In other words, 
non-product-related attributes form the image of the product and reflect marketing 
strategies independent of the physical characteristics of the product.  
A study by Dick et al (1996:20) entailing in-depth interviews with a sample of grocery 
shoppers  revealed that when the subjects were asked how they predict good or 
poor levels of intrinsic product quality, they stated price level, brand name, 
advertising, and packaging are all correlated with the real quality of product offerings.  
These four components of non-product-related attributes that consumers use in 
making brand associations, namely: brand name, price, packaging and advertising 
are discussed in the following sections.  
a) Brand names 
It has been said that the brand name is arguably the most important element of the 
branding mix because unlike packaging, advertising campaigns and product 
formulations which are often periodically updated, the brand name is one element a 
company hopefully will never have to change (Hart & Murphy 1998:34). The part of 
the brand that can be verbalised (such as letters for example, MTN, words for 
example Pick n Pay and numbers for example 3M), is referred to as the brand name 
(Lamb et al 2010:250). 
A brand can be represented in a name, term, design, symbol, a combination of 
these, or any other feature that identifies one seller's good or service as distinct from 
those of other sellers in the mind of the consumer (Venter & Jansen Van Rensberg 
2009:206; refer to 2.4.1). Furthermore, it is the brand imagery that is associated with 
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a brand, represented through its brand name that has been shown to be a point of 
potential differentiation and therefore competitive advantage for a product. Brand 
name is a primary cue consumers utilize in the quality assessment of products (Dick 
et al 1996:25). 
b) Price 
Simply stated, price (in the retail sense of the word) is the amount of money charged 
for a product or service (Bhowan 2010:304). In a recent study it was found that low 
prices were the strongest positive differentiator between private label brands and 
manufacturer brands (Nenycz-Thiel & Romaniuk 2009:254). Price remains one of the 
most important market place cues, largely because price cues are present in almost 
all purchase situations (Lichtenstein, Ridgway & Netemeyer 1993:234). 
However, price has come to represent more than just monetary exchange for goods. 
Consumers use price as an important extrinsic cue and indicator of product quality or 
benefits. However, more recent research on the effects of quality evaluations 
between manufacturer and private label brands and their ability to charge premiums 
indicates that price premiums of manufacturer label brands prevailed regardless of 
whether they had a quality advantage over private label brands or not (Apelbaum, 
Gerstner & Naik 2003:161). 
Past research by Erickson and Johansson (1985:198) noted the dual role of the price 
cue and found that price-level perceptions had a direct negative effect on purchase 
intentions (a budget constraint role) and an indirect positive effect on purchase 
intentions via product quality perceptions. In other words, higher prices resulted in 
less demand but led to higher product quality perceptions held by consumers. 
Similar findings were noted when consumers were found to perceive that a lower 
price is made by cutting costs and product quality to maintain profit margins (Yoo, 
Donthu & Lee 2000:206). Thus frequent use of price promotions such as price deals, 
coupons, refunds, and rebates, should be avoided as it causes consumers to infer 
low product quality.  
Such consumer behaviour where consumers are willing to pay higher prices to 
support their perception of higher quality have been referred to as "price seeking" 
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(Tellis & Gaeth 1990:36). Because of limited cognitive processing abilities, over time 
consumers develop a repertoire of abstract ideas or “schemas” about the working of 
the marketplace to process incoming information efficiently. 
Apelbaum et al (2003:161) cautioned against consumers buying manufacturer 
brands purely on the assumption that the price premiums indicate higher quality. 
Their research found that price premiums existed amongst manufacturer brands 
even when the product was of lower quality. Although private label brands may offer 
more convenient price options than do manufacturer brands, their value proposition 
will vary as a function of their emphasis on quality versus price.  
Manufacturers often advise retailers of a recommended selling price for their 
products to support their desired brand image but they are not allowed to enforce 
this pricing on retailers. Instead they might offer the retailer special benefits such as 
advertising allowances, trade discounts, slotting or listing fees, and/or promotional 
discounts (Frazer 2013:186). With this view of price setting in mind, it is evident that 
retailers do have a strong influence on the pricing of all of the products they sell 
regardless of being private label or manufacturer brands. 
c) Packaging 
Packaging plays a crucial role in consumers’ perceptions of manufacturer brands as 
highlighted in a study by Steenkamp (2010:1022). Steenkamp’s research 
investigated the marketing mix effects that lead to consumers’ willingness to pay 
price premiums for manufacturer brands. The study revealed that distinctive 
packaging was the strongest driver of the perceived quality gap between private 
label brands and manufacturer brands. 
Packaging is an essential element of a manufacturer’s product strategy utilising 
elements such as logos and trade dress (refer to 2.4.2 and 2.4.3 respectively) to 
attempt to physically differentiate their product offerings. Brands try to increase the 
perceived quality gap by using distinctive packaging design as a tool to achieve 
positioning objectives. Packaging graphical elements, such as: colour; typography; 
form; and illustration; are used in different combinations to transmit the desired 
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perception in the consumer’s mind in accordance with the brand’s positioning 
strategy (Ampuero & Vila 2006:109). 
d) Advertising 
Advertising is the term given to any form of structured, non-personal communication 
of information about a product offering by an identified sponsor delivered through 
various media (Arens et al 2009:4).  
Retailers are in the unique position of being a link between the production and 
consumption of retail products. They often overcome typical discrepancies, such as 
spatial gaps, time gaps, ownership gaps, and information gaps, which might 
otherwise cause discrepancies in this link between consumers and manufacturers. 
With specific reference to information gaps, retailers’ advertising activities are a key 
factor in filling this information gap (Terblanche 2013:6).  
Retail advertising is advertising specifically undertaken by a retailer and has slight 
difference from the typical advertising of manufacturers, namely: 
 Retail advertisements are better adapted to local needs, habits and 
preferences of their more geographically-concentrated markets; 
 most retail advertising is focused on the short term instead of the longer term, 
often favouring advertising of items on sale for a specific short period; and, 
 retailer advertisements typically focus on prices favouring display of a number 
of different product offerings and their prices, whereas manufacturers tend to 
emphasise certain attributes of a specific product in their advertisements 
(Berman & Evans 2010:475). 
Most manufacturer brand pull-tactics in the form of advertising  through various 
media (i.e. TV, newsprint, and magazine) serve to increase differentiation, reduce 
price sensitivity, and increase top-of-mind awareness, each of which increases 
demand for their brands and adversely affects private label brands (Dhar & Hoch 
1997:214).   
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Advertising has been documented as playing a key role in enhancing these 
perceived quality gaps between private label brands and manufacturer brands 
(Steenkamp 2010:1021). With brand identity being defined as the essence and 
expression of what is transmitted to the market place (Randall 2000:7), advertising’s 
important role in transmitting such brand message becomes apparent. Frequently 
being exposed to a brand’s advertising has been found to lead to strong brand 
equity, as consumers not only develop higher brand awareness and associations but 
also a more positive perception of brand quality (Yoo et al 2000:207).  
The perceived expense of a new product’s advertising campaign has been found to 
influence consumers’ product quality judgments as many people spontaneously 
assume higher advertising expense implies managerial confidence and high quality 
(Kirmani & Wright 1989:352).  
As mentioned previously (section 2.9.1) price remains one of the most important 
market place cues, although the impact of price advertising has been found to vary 
across product category, brand, consumer group and retail outlet (Terblanche 
2013:62). 
2.9.2 Product-related brand associations 
Keller (1993:4) conceptualized product-related attributes as “the ingredients 
necessary for the needed for performing the product or service function sought by 
the consumer”. A study by Dick et al (1996:20) using in-depth interviews with a 
sample of grocery shoppers revealed that when the subjects were asked what 
differentiates between a “good” versus a “bad” private label brand, three primary 
product-related (intrinsic) attribute responses emerged, namely: taste, the overall 
brand quality of the product, and the fineness and reliability of ingredients.  
These three components of product-related attributes that consumers use in making 
brand associations, namely: taste; the overall brand quality; and ingredient quality, 
are briefly discussed in the following sections. 
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a) Taste 
Product-related attributes, such as taste, are said to be only verifiable by consumers 
having used the product (Batra & Sinha 2000:179). Thus the greater uncertainty and 
risk felt by consumers who have not used, or experienced, products that rely on taste 
benefits nudge the consumer to prefer known brands they are familiar with. A 
product category that relies on the user benefits of taste, such as the taste of ground 
coffee, or a soft drink, leads to a greater felt purchase anxiety about quality than a 
category with purely “search” attributes. 
Consumers not having tasted a product have been shown to contribute uncertainty 
and risk, and thus various promotional activities, such as offering free samples or 
tasting at the point of sale, have been recommended to minimalise such uncertainty 
(Dumoluhle 2011:106; Mieres, Martín & Gutiérrez 2006:78). 
Furthermore, brand awareness can affect consumers’ taste perceptions and toward 
a product (Aaker 1996:114). Regarding private label brands in particular, the retailer 
is responsible not only for promotion, shelf placement, and pricing, but also for 
defining the exact positioning of store brands precise quality and taste specifications 
(Morton & Zettelmeyer 2004:161). 
b) Ingredient quality 
In most cases, packaging is considered as part of the purchase and consumption 
process but does not relate to the necessary ingredients for the product’s 
performance (Keller 1993:4). 
However, it has been noted that consumers can compare the functional attributes of 
a product such as ingredients used, based on written or often numerically 
quantifiable descriptions in product packaging or other communications (Batra & 
Sinha 2000:179).  Thus, retailers are advised to put as much objective information 
about product ingredients as possible on the package label in a bid to reduce the 
uncertainty the consumer feels about the quality experienced on consumption (Batra 
& Sinha 2000:188). Previous research has highlighted that those consumers who are 
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more price reliant when evaluating private label brand quality are especially 
suspicious of the ingredient quality (Dick et al 1996:25). 
The association of manufacturer brand name ingredients with that of private label 
brand products, referred to as co-branding, has a positive impact on consumer 
evaluations of an unfamiliar product (Vaidyanathan & Aggarwal 2000:223). Thus 
private label brands could benefit through communication of a quality image by 
emphasizing the use of manufacturer label brand ingredients in their products. 
c) Overall brand quality 
The overall brand quality pertains to the host of attitudes that customers may hold 
toward a brand, most importantly in relation to the way they perceive the quality of 
the brand (Keller 2001:13). Low quality has been found to be a strong driver of the 
categorization of retail products by consumers  as being that of private label brand 
products as opposed to being a manufacturer label brand product (Nenycz-Thiel & 
Romaniuk 2009:254).  
Brand performance relates to the ways in which the product or services attempt to 
meet customers’ more functional needs, also referred to as the performance quality 
(George 2010:240). Here the performance is related to the actual product’s ability to 
perform its function. Keller (2001:17) explains that brand performance can be 
measured by certain attributes and benefits, namely primary characteristics and 
secondary features, product reliability, durability, and serviceability, service 
effectiveness, efficiency and empathy, style and design and price. Such consumer 
perceptions further add to the overall quality perceptions held by consumers.  
Consumers prefer to buy private label brands when the quality variance in the 
category is low (Sinha & Batra 1999:247; Batra & Sinha 2000:187). Consumers 
generally attribute private label products as having inferior quality when compared to 
manufacturer brands (Richardson & Jain 1996:178). At the product level category 
consumers have been found to prefer manufacturer brands over private label brands 
when they have to rely on extrinsic cues to evaluate their quality (Mieres, Martín & 
Gutiérrez 2006:76-77). 
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Additional factors such as in-store aesthetics (i.e. quality of fixtures, ease of 
navigating the aisles , keeping the store clean, and making immediate repairs when 
needed, etc.) help in enhancing the customer’s overall brand quality perceptions of a 
private label brand (Richardson et al 1996:24). 
The most important driver of private label brand share is its perceived quality 
(Sethuraman 2001:28). As consumers are exposed to a brand’s advertising more 
frequently, a more positive perception of overall brand quality, higher brand 
awareness and associations are formed (Yoo et al 2000:207). Price has been noted 
to play a major role in consumers’ perceptions of private label brands’ overall brand 
quality (Dick et al 1996:20). 
2.10 AN OVERVIEW OF CONCEPTS IN BRANDING AND PRIVATE LABEL 
BRANDS 
Figure 2.3 depicts the concepts in branding and private labels discussed thus far. 
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FIGURE 2.3 
CONCEPTS IN PRIVATE LABEL BRANDING 
 
 
  
  
 
 
 
 
  
  
 
 
 
 
  
  
 
Source: Researcher’s own construct 
From Figure 2.3 it can be seen that the three private label concepts (refer to 2.7), 
namely: generic private label; classic private label; and premium private label are 
three private label brand concepts that are subject to various consumer perceptions. 
The researchers have chosen four brand association variables used by consumers 
Generic Private 
Label 
Intention to 
Purchase 
Packaging 
Advertising 
Overall Brand 
 Quality 
Classic Private 
Label 
Price  
Premium Private 
Label 
52 
  
 
to make brand quality judgements (price; packaging; advertising; and overall brand 
quality) commonly associated with a customer’s intention to purchase a brand (refer 
to 2.8 and 2.9). Intention to purchase, or also referred to as a consumer’s willingness 
to purchase, is defined as the degree to which consumers are inclined to actually 
purchase an item. 
2.11 THE PICK N PAY STORES BRAND 
Under the entrepreneurial guidance of Raymond Ackerman, Pick n Pay Stores 
started as a small family-controlled business in 1967 with the purchase of four stores 
in the Western Cape, South Africa. It was in 1968 that the Group was listed on the 
JSE Limited, the recognised stock exchange in South Africa, as Pick n Pay Stores 
(Fastmoving 2012). 
The Pick n Pay Group is one of Africa’s largest retailers of food, general 
merchandise and clothing operating out of 869 stores (500 corporate, 379 franchise 
made up of Hypermarkets, Supermarkets and Family Stores), earning a turnover of 
R51.9 billion for the year 2011, up 5.9% from the previous year (Pick n Pay Stores 
Limited 2011:6) .  
On 12 November 2007 Pick n Pay Stores announced that they would be embarking 
on an extensive rebranding exercise not only with the store logo but its private label 
brands too (Marsland 2007). A new Pick n Pay logo and slogan, “Inspired by you”, 
was rolled out, which while quite different from the original, retains key distinctive 
features to its previous brand identity. Pick n Pay Stores’ current customer strategy 
is to bring the best of Pick n Pay to LSM 4-7, all the while defending and growing 
leadership in LSM 8-10 (Pick n Pay Stores Limited 2011). 
As seen in the supermarket retailers, such as Pick n Pay Stores and Kroger’s, 
retailers have been attempting to create a line of private label brands that spans all 
the product generations and price tiers. Kroger offers three private label brands – 
FMV (For Maximum Value) brand; the Kroger Brand that is guaranteed to be better 
than or equal to manufacturer label brands, and the most economical; and the 
premium quality “Private Selection” brand (Ailawadi & Keller 2004:21). 
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Similarly, Pick n Pay Stores’ current private label brands co-exist as PnP no name; 
PnP; and PnP Finest, and are synonymous with the generic, classic, and premium 
private label brand concepts respectively.  The private label brands that existed 
under the Pick n Pay banner prior to the 2007 rebranding were PnP no name, 
Choice and Foodhall. But for the new branding a three-tier strategy under the 
concept of “Good, Better, Best” was implemented, with “Good” representing PnP no 
name brand, “Better”, a PnP brand, and “Best”, which was still in development in 
2007 but eventually revealed in 2011 as PnP Finest brand  (Bizcommunity 2011; 
Marsland 2007). 
For the purpose of this research, the three private label brands held by Pick n Pay 
Stores, namely: PnP no name; PnP; and PnP Finest,  will be categorised according 
to the Zielke and Dobbelstein (2007:113) strategic orientation categorisation, 
namely: generic private label brand; the classic private label brand; and the premium 
private label brand, respectively (refer to 2.7).  
Pick n Pay Stores’ current private label brands PnP no name; PnP; and PnP Finest, 
will now be further defined. 
2.11.1 Generic private label brand: PnP no name 
In 1976 by Raymond Ackerman successfully introduced a no-frills private label brand 
through his Pick n Pay Stores (Sutcliffe 2007:105). This no-frills, generic private label 
brand still trades under its original brand name, PnP no name as illustrated in Figure 
2.4. 
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FIGURE 2.4 
PNP NO NAME PRIVATE LABEL BRAND 
Source: Pick n Pay Stores Limited 2013 
Pick n Pay Stores promotes the PnP no name as their no frills brand, for tried and 
trusted good value basic household essentials (PnP house brands 2013). The typical 
trade dress of the brand is consistent with its no frills positioning strategy in that a 
plan white background, plain blue font and simple images are used across its 
products as depicted in Figure 2.4. 
2.11.2 Classic private label brand: PnP 
Pick n Pay Stores promotes their PnP private label brand as the brand of choice 
when a consumer needs good brand value at a reasonable price (PnP house brands 
2013), with the range promising to offer quality products, at lower prices than 
expected as illustrated in Figure 2.5. 
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FIGURE 2.5 
PNP PRIVATE LABEL BRAND 
Source: Pick n Pay Stores Limited 2013 
The range of products under the PnP brand as illustrated in Figure 2.5 is extensive 
and promotes a wide variety of products. The typical trade dress of the brand 
features the same copy font found on the PnP no name brand but is white instead of 
blue and features on a varying array of colourful backgrounds. Full colour images 
also feature on the packaging. 
2.11.3 Premium private label brand: PnP Finest 
Guaranteeing the highest quality of ingredients, PnP Finest as illustrated in Figure 
2.6 represents the premium private label brand held by Pick n Pay Stores (PnP 
house brands 2013).  
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FIGURE 2.6 
PNP FINEST PRIVATE LABEL BRAND 
 
 
Source: Pick n Pay Stores Limited 2013 
The range of products under the PnP Finest brand as shown in Figure 2.6 is the 
least extensive of all Pick n Pay’s private label brands and promotes a variety of 
products. The typical trade dress of the brand features a unique gold coloured font 
for the brand’s logo, accompanied with a varying array of colourful fonts (still the 
same as the previous two private label brands), but on a black background. 
2.12 SUMMARY 
The purpose of this chapter was to explore the subject of brand. This was done by 
reviewing the literature that traced the rapid changes in the retail sector as a result of 
the increasing influence of private label brands on conventional retail practices and 
consumer behaviour. The basic concepts of manufacturer brands and private label 
brands were reviewed, noting the current local South African market. 
In discussing the current literature on branding, the development of consumer brand 
associations towards brands was explored. Four brand association variables used by 
consumers to make brand quality judgements which lead to the intention to 
purchase, namely price, packaging, advertising, and overall quality, were identified.  
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The chapter concluded with Pick n Pay’s three private label brands being briefly 
defined in the context of this study.  
In Chapter 3 the development of the conceptual framework, the relationships found 
within the framework and the reason for the particular framework design will be 
discussed. 
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CHAPTER 3 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
In Chapter 2 the brand, branding and private label brand concepts were discussed 
with the attention on how the researchers based their study on this theoretical 
overview. This chapter discusses the development of the conceptual framework, the 
relationships found within the framework and the reason for the particular framework 
design. 
The development of the framework shows the constructs that may have relationships 
with the three private label brands of Pick n Pay Stores. The framework can be 
empirically tested thus revealing how Pick n Pay shoppers perceive the three private 
label brands in terms of their product attributes, and in turn the brand associations 
held by each of the three private label brands. 
It is the author’s intention that through such a study that investigates Pick n Pay 
Store consumers’ perceptions towards each of their three private label brands, the 
strength and strategic successfulness of each private label brand strategy may be 
gauged. Such findings would be of immense value to retailers utilizing or thinking of 
utilising similar multi-private label brand strategies. 
Further value of the framework lies in suggesting areas where managerial guidance 
is possibly needed but academic guidelines are currently lacking.  This chapter will 
start by outlining the components of the conceptual framework. Thereafter the 
hypothesised relationships amongst these components of the conceptual framework 
will be discussed. 
3.2 COMPONENTS OF THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
Figure 3.1 shows the conceptual framework that will be used in this study. 
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FIGURE 3.1 
 COMPONENTS OF THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK  
 
 
  
  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 Source: Researcher’s own construct 
As seen in Figure 3.1, the conceptual framework has been divided into three areas; 
private label brand concepts, brand perception, and intention to purchase. 
The three areas of the conceptual framework will be further expanded upon in the 
following paragraphs. 
3.2.1 Private label brand concepts 
In the first area of the framework, the three private label concepts are presented, 
namely: 
 generic private label; 
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 classic private label; and 
 premium private label. 
These three private label concepts are discussed in Section 2.7 and are based on 
the distinctive generations through which private label brands have evolved. Pick n 
Pay Stores’ current private label brands co-exist as PnP no name; PnP; and PnP 
Finest, and are synonymous with the generic, classic, and premium private label 
brand concepts respectively.   
As respondents selected for the research had had exposure to any of the three Pick 
n Pay stores private label brands, the researchers used this as the first part of the 
framework. Consumers also have different views and perceptions with regard to the 
brands based on their extrinsic and intrinsic components. 
3.2.2 Brand perceptions 
In the second area of the conceptual framework the researchers have chosen four 
brand association variables used by consumers to make brand quality judgements 
and thus form brand perceptions (refer to Section 2.9). The four variables are: 
 price;  
 packaging; 
 advertising; and 
 overall brand quality.  
The researchers based their selection of the brand association variables based on 
the significance that other studies showed with specific regard to the importance of 
customers’ intention to purchase. Additionally these variables perform a role that 
creates the relationships between each part of the framework. 
3.2.3 Intention to purchase 
And finally, the third area of the conceptual framework depicts the customer’s 
intention to purchase (refer to Section 2.8). Intention to purchase, or also referred to 
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as a consumer’s willingness to purchase, is defined as the degree to which 
consumers are inclined to actually purchase a brand. 
3.3 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK RELATIONSHIPS 
To investigate the consumer perceptions of multiple private label brands offered by 
Pick n Pay Stores the consumers’ perceptions of Pick n Pay’s three private label 
brand concepts were researched independently. 
A private label brand framework with variables is presented in Figure 3.2. The 
premise of the framework is that the three private label brand concepts, namely 
generic, classic and private, are subject to differing consumer intentions to purchase 
(dependent variables).  
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FIGURE 3.2 
PRIVATE LABEL BRAND CONCEPTS FRAMEWORK WITH VARIABLES 
 
 
 
  
  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
  
Source: Researcher’s own construct 
It is the three non-product-related brand associations, namely price; packaging; and 
advertising, and one product-related brand association namely: overall brand quality, 
as identified by Dick et al (1996) which constitute the independent variable brand 
perception in the framework.  
A private label brand framework with hypotheses is presented in Figure 3.3. For the 
sake of clarity, the private label brand concepts are shown separately. 
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FIGURE 3.3 
PRIVATE LABEL BRAND CONCEPTS FRAMEWORK WITH HYPOTHESES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Researcher’s own construct 
The hypotheses as shown in Figure 3.3 are outlined in the following paragraph. 
3.4 HYPOTHESES 
H1: There is a statistical relationship between the brand perception of PnP no name 
(generic private label) and the intention to purchase the brand. 
H2: There is a statistical relationship between the brand perception of PnP (classic 
private label) and the intention to purchase the brand. 
H3: There is a statistical relationship between the brand perception of PnP Finest 
(premium private label) and the intention to purchase the brand. 
H4: There is a statistical relationship between the brand perception of PnP no name 
(generic private label) and the brand perception of PnP (classic private label). 
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H5: There is a statistical relationship between the brand perception of PnP no name 
(generic private label) and the brand perception of PnP Finest (premium private 
label). 
H6: There is a statistical relationship between the brand perception of PnP (classic 
private label) and the brand perception of PnP Finest (premium private label). 
H7: There is a statistical relationship between the intention to purchase PnP no name 
(generic private label) and the intention to purchase PnP (classic private label). 
H8: There is a statistical relationship between the intention to purchase PnP no name 
(generic private label) and the brand perception of PnP Finest (premium private 
label). 
H9: There is a statistical relationship between the intention to purchase PnP (classic 
private label) and the intention to purchase PnP Finest (premium private label). 
3.5 SUMMARY 
The purpose of this chapter was to explain how the conceptual framework was 
designed and how relationships have been formed from this design. The design was 
done by breaking the framework into its respective parts and the relationships were 
explained through the components in each part of the framework. 
The discussion of the conceptual framework allows for an easier understanding of 
how the framework is linked to the study and how the results in Chapter 5 were 
obtained and analysed.  
Additionally, the conceptual framework was developed with the goal of providing a 
useful structure for managers at Pick n Pay Stores developing private label brand 
strategies and as well as researchers studying retailers employing multiple private 
label brands. What follows now in Chapter 4 is an outline of the research 
methodology, standards and techniques applied to obtain representative data from a 
sampling of the Pick n Pay Stores’ customers of South Africa.   
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CHAPTER 4 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY  
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
In Chapter 2 a theoretical overview was provided with regard to identifying the 
primary non-product-related brand cues and product-related brand quality 
associations.  Chapter 3 outlined a conceptual model and discussed the components 
to be used in this study. This chapter outlines the research methodology, standards 
and techniques that were applied to obtain representative data from a sampling of 
the Pick n Pay Stores’ customers in South Africa.  
Prior to finalising the questionnaire a pilot test was used to test face validity and 
evaluate the questionnaire. The final questionnaire had two parts. Dichotomous, 
multiple choice and Likert scale questions were mostly used. The data were 
analysed using the Statistica 11 computer program and the results were presented 
using frequency, percentages and tables.   
In the following paragraphs the research methodology will first be given, thereafter 
the various measuring instruments used in this study are discussed. The sampling 
and data collection of both the pilot and the primary study along with the data 
analysis conclude the chapter. 
4.2 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
In order to successfully research consumer perceptions and evaluations of the 
private label brands at Pick n Pay Stores a basic but thorough understanding of the 
product attributes that constitute brand associations and ultimately lead to the 
formation of brand image was needed. The development of a framework required a 
critical review of secondary sources.  In this study, a qualitative research approach 
was followed where secondary sources were critically evaluated to design the 
required framework.  
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Information regarding the different private label brand concepts was obtained from 
primary as well as secondary research. An empirical study of a quantitative nature in 
the form of a paper-based and online-based questionnaire was undertaken. Hence, 
mixed methods research combining quantitative and qualitative approaches was 
selected as the study’s research strategy. The methods used for this study’s data 
collection are discussed in Section 4.2.1 and 4.2.2. 
4.2.1 Secondary research 
By conducting a comprehensive literature search, secondary research was used in 
order to identify criteria/factors which influence the perceptions that consumers have 
of private labels. Using these criteria/factors which consumers use to evaluate 
private labels, their perceptions across the various private label brand concepts were 
investigated. 
International and national data searches were done through the Library of the Nelson 
Mandela Metropolitan University (NMMU) and included ScienceDirect; Emerald; 
Google searches and Mendeley. 
Data were accessed from other international and national libraries by means of the 
inter-library loan facilities at the NMMU. As far as can be ascertained, no similar 
research study had previously been undertaken in South Africa. 
4.2.2 Primary research 
Secondary research sought to assist with the research design in the construction of 
building a comprehensive theoretical model identifying how consumers perceive the 
various private label brand concepts.  
A positivistic research paradigm was adopted and the theoretical model was then 
tested by means of a large-scale empirical study. 
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4.3 RESEARCH DESIGN 
Research design is the structure that guides the execution of research methods. The 
nature of the research warranted a descriptive design being used, adopting a 
quantitative research paradigm. 
According to Krauss (2005:3) the term “paradigm” is a particular type of mind-set or 
way of thinking and may be viewed as a set of basic beliefs that deal with ultimates 
or first principles. Kim (2003:1) and Krauss (2005:4) state that there are two types of 
research paradigms, a positivistic paradigm or a phenomenological paradigm. 
Krauss (2005:5) explains that a positivistic paradigm is a type of research philosophy 
that focuses on causal relationships and fundamental laws in which a deductive 
approach is used to analyse quantitative data. The phenomenological or natural 
paradigm is seen as being socially constructed and subjective where research is 
observed with the use of an inductive approach to measure qualitative data (Denzin 
& Lincoln 1994:105–106). 
Quantitative descriptive studies consist of an interpretation in that researchers set 
the goals of expectations for the study by pre-selecting the variables that will be 
studied, and in that they draw conclusions from the results of statistical tests, which 
are themselves based on sets of assumptions (Sandelowski 2000:336). Finally, in 
quantitative research, there is a sharper line drawn between exploration (finding out 
what is there) and description (describing what has been found) than in qualitative 
descriptive studies (Sandelowski 2000:337). 
In the next section the research design, which included a pilot study, and the sample 
procedure are described. 
4.3.1 Measuring instruments used in this study 
The measuring instrument constructed to measure the consumer perceptions of the 
three Pick n Pay Stores’ private label brands, namely price, packaging, advertising, 
overall brand quality and intention to purchase are discussed in the next section. 
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Table 4.1 shows the five variables (factors) with questions (operationalisations) 
sourced from previous studies. 
TABLE 4.1 
CONSTRUCTS, OPERATIONALIZATION AND DATA SOURCES 
Constructs/Factors Operationalisations/Questions Source 
Price 
X prices are competitive (Martensen & Grønholdt, 2003) 
X has reasonable prices (Martensen & Grønholdt, 2003) 
X is more expensive than the average brand in 
this category. 
(Erdem,  Swait & Valenzuela 
2006) 
Packaging 
I cannot tell X brand apart from other brands 
as packages are very similar.” (R) 
(Steenkamp, 2010:1016) 
X and other brands look very similar.” (R) (Steenkamp, 2010:1016) 
I am familiar with X’s packaging Self-constructed 
Advertising 
X brands heavily advertised in magazines, 
radio, or TV. 
(Yoo et al 2000) 
There is a lot of advertising for  X. (Yoo et al 2000) 
The ad campaigns for X are seen frequently. (Yoo et al 2000) 
Overall brand 
quality 
X brand fully satisfies my product needs. (Keller, 2001:28) 
X offers good value. (Keller, 2001:28) 
X is of high quality.  (Yoo et al 2000) (Erdem et al 
2006) 
Intention to 
Purchase 
I buy  X brand (Ailawadi et al 2001) 
I look for X brand when I go shopping (Ailawadi et al 2001) 
My shopping cart contains X brand products (Ailawadi et al 2001) 
I would never buy X brand. (R) (Erdem et al 2006) 
I would seriously consider purchasing X brand (Erdem et al 2006) 
Source: Researcher’s own construct 
Note: X denotes the focal private label brand name (PnP no name; PnP; PnP Finest); (R) = reverse coded. 
From Table 4.1 the factors being measured, such as Price, are shown in the left 
hand column with the relevant corresponding questions in the middle column. These 
questions were used in the questionnaire (Annexure One) with the denoted X being 
replaced with the specific private label brand in question. With each of the three Pick 
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n Pay private label brands being subjected to the 17 questions as listed above in 
Table 4.1, Section 1 of the questionnaire consisted of 51 questions in total. 
As noted in the right-hand column of Table 4.1, the validity of the questions chosen 
for use in this study’s questionnaire are supported by previous studies measuring 
similar factors. Due to the lack of an appropriate existing instrument to measure the 
variable of Packaging as conceptualized in this study, one of the instruments for 
Packaging had to be self-constructed. The construction of the instruments for use in 
the questionnaire is further discussed in the following paragraphs. 
a) Price 
A 3-number item instrument was constructed to measure the variable, price. The 
instrument measured respondents’ perceptions, for example, of the extent to which 
the private label brand is regarded as expensive.  
The instrument items were anchored by a five-point scale ranging from (1) strongly 
disagree to (5) strongly agree. 
b) Packaging 
The packaging instrument measures, among other factors, perceptions of 
respondents regarding the attractiveness as it relates to the private label brand.  
The 3-number item instrument statements were constructed and anchored by a five-
point scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. 
c) Advertising 
A 3-number item instrument was constructed for themes such as whether the private 
label brand was advertised sufficiently.  
Responses were anchored to a five-point scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to 
(5) strongly agree. 
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d) Overall quality 
A 3-number item instrument was constructed to measure the variable, overall quality.  
For this purpose, a self-constructed scale was developed based on the secondary 
literature. The instrument was anchored by a five-point scale ranging from (1) 
strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. 
e) Intention to purchase 
A five-number item instrument was constructed to measure the variable, intention to 
purchase.  
For this purpose, a self-constructed scale was developed based on the secondary 
literature. The instrument was anchored by a five-point scale ranging from (1) 
strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree 
f) Demographic data 
To facilitate the classification of respondents, selected individual demographic data 
were collected in Section 2 of the questionnaire (refer to Annexure One).  
Categorical scales were used for the purpose of collecting the demographics of 
respondents which included, sex, age, race group, educational level, employment 
status and income. 
Two open-ended questions, one asking the for the name of the suburb the 
respondent currently lives in , and the other  asking if they had any preference for 
any particular Pick n Pay store were also included. 
4.3.2 Pilot Survey 
Prior to administering the questionnaire two pilot studies were conducted to eliminate 
any possible grammar mistakes and to improve the reliability of the study. The 
results of the pilot studies are discussed in the following paragraphs which are 
followed by comments on the study’s final data collection. 
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A preliminary questionnaire had been constructed after secondary literature sources 
had been consulted and a comprehensive theoretical overview had been modelled. 
By using this questionnaire, a selected number of students and lecturers (30 in total) 
from the Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University were selected.  
Based on the questionnaire responses (24 in total), and with the use of statistical 
analysis, an additional question was added to the preliminary questionnaire. The 
Pilot study originally had only two questions for the factor of Packaging but now an 
additional question was added (refer to Table 4.1). This was done to allow for any 
possible regression analysis to be run on the factor of Packaging. Hence, the 
variable was added to further improve the reliability of the study, grammar mistakes 
were changed and the font size was made smaller to fit more questions onto one 
page. 
A second pilot study was then conducted using the revised preliminary 
questionnaire. In the second pilot study 14 questionnaires were returned. The 
reliability of the questionnaire was once again tested. The reliability results of each 
variable tested in the pilot study are shown in Table 4.2. 
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TABLE 4.2 
CRONBACH ALPHA COEFFICIENTS FOR EACH VARIABLE IN THE PILOT 
STUDIES 
Pick n Pay no name brand Pilot study 1 Pilot study 2 
Price 0.408 0.495 
Packaging 0.759 0.14 
Advertising 0.600 0.409 
Overall quality 0.670 0.766 
Intention to purchase 0.850 0.71 
PnP brand  
Price 0.457 0.636 
Packaging 0.750 0.720 
Advertising 0.656 0.189 
Overall quality 0.740 0.907 
Intention to purchase 0.608 0.800 
PnP Finest brand  
Price 0.470 0.700 
Packaging 0.830 0.740 
Advertising 0.815 0.830 
Overall quality 0.775 0.690 
Intention to purchase 0.859 0.880 
Source: Researcher’s own construct 
In Table 4.2 the results of pilot study one and pilot study two are compared. Most of 
the variables showed acceptable consistency ranges in their Cronbach Alpha 
coefficients with the exception for the variable Pick n Pay no name brand Packaging 
and PnP brand Advertising, both showing low Cronbach Alphas in pilot study two. 
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Upon closer inspection it was noted that the small sample used in the second pilot 
study contributed to this and it was decided to keep the questionnaire unchanged. 
The revised questionnaire in the second pilot study was used in the final research 
with the Pick n Pay Store clientele targeted in the sample. 
4.3.3 Sample 
The specified group of people or the beneficiaries of a particular project are known 
as the target population (Studenski 2009:19). For the purpose of this research the 
sampling population criterion was being a regular customer of Pick n Pay Stores. 
Using a criterion-based sample, a regular customer was defined as being a 
consumer, over the age of 18, who had at least once within a period of a month 
shopped at a Pick n Pay Store. 
Using a non-probability sampling method, convenience sampling in the form of a 
random paper-based questionnaire distribution was conducted sampling the general 
public of Port Elizabeth. First-year Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University students 
were employed to assist in the distribution of the printed questionnaire. The students 
were thoroughly briefed on who in the general public would be eligible to complete 
the self-administered questionnaire. This assisted in minimising the number of 
questionnaires potentially being completed by those not meeting the above 
mentioned sampling criterion. 
The respondents were part of the public and approached individually for the 
selection of a random sample.   
Additionally, a secure online version of the questionnaire was also made available 
for administration amongst the first-year National Diploma students of Nelson 
Mandela Metropolitan University (NMMU). 
As can be seen in Table 4.3, altogether 422 questionnaires were returned, with only 
375 being usable. Of those 375, 183 were from the paper-based questionnaire 
distribution and 192 from the online questionnaire distribution.  
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TABLE 4.3 
QUESTIONNAIRE SAMPLE 
QUESTIONNAIRE FORMAT RETURNED USABLE 
Paper-based (Printed)  230 183 
Online  192 192 
TOTAL 422 375 
Source: Researcher’s own construct 
Table 4.3 shows the online questionnaire format yielded all completed 
questionnaires as usable. This was due to the very nature of the online questionnaire 
design being as such that it would only allow respondents to submit the completed 
questionnaire if all the questions had been completed. However, the paper-based 
format of the questionnaire resulted in some of the returned questionnaires not being 
entirely completed as requested, and hence being removed from the sample. 
4.3.4 Primary data collection 
In order to administer the questionnaire the researchers had the paper-based 
questionnaires handed out to the public in Port Elizabeth and the online version of 
the questionnaire was administered by NMMU’s secure Moodle software to only 
NMMU students. In order to have a reliable study and a representative sample, it 
was necessary to administer the questionnaires in as many different areas to reach 
the heterogeneous population,  ensuring a wide spread of potential respondents for 
the study.  
The questionnaires were designed to allow for completion within a time frame of 
about five to ten minutes. Accordingly, the paper-based questionnaires administered 
were collected within seven days. The online surveys were collected within seven 
days. 
From the questionnaires, an analysis of the respondents’ perception of Pick n Pay 
Stores’ three private label brands was formulated. 
The variables were used to measure the consumers’ perceptions of each of the three 
private labels brands. The analysed data allowed for the Pick n Pay Stores brand 
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image for each of its three private label brands to be measured and seen how each 
variable had an effect on them. 
4.4 DATA ANALYSIS 
A computerised statistical analysis of the data was necessary to describe and 
interpret the data obtained from the questionnaires. A conversion was made through 
a computer package (Statistica 11) in order to analyse the information. The data 
were analysed in order to identify variables which influence the consumer 
perceptions of the three private label brands. There were various stages in the 
statistical analysis. Data preparation, tabulation of data and various tests were 
conducted to analyse relationships within the research. 
4.4.1 Data preparation 
Data preparation includes the processes of coding and editing (Donald & Schindler 
2006:438). Editing is the process of determining if questionnaires were filled out 
properly and completely. This process involves checking for interviewer and 
respondent mistakes. Coding refers to the process of grouping and assigning 
numeric codes identifying various respondents with a particular question. 
The questionnaires that fell outside the sample parameters were discarded. If it 
appeared that a respondent had not understood the question, then a decision was 
made whether to leave out that question or the whole questionnaire. The 
respondents’ answers were also checked for inconsistencies. 
4.4.2 Data analysis and interpretation of the results 
Tabulation is merely a frequency count of each question’s answers (Zikmund 
2003:474). Tabulating the data aids in finding how the data were distributed, what 
was typical in the data, how much the data varied, and whether there were any 
significant relationships between different sets of data. 
Frequencies and percentages are used extensively in marketing research because 
the relative importance of figures is revealed more clearly by these simple tools than 
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by the original data. Frequencies and percentages are used to represent variables 
throughout the study (Donald & Schindler 2006:313). 
The questionnaires were edited and checked to ensure that none of them had 
missing data. The data were recorded and carefully analysed. The results were 
displayed by means of pie charts or bar charts to make the frequencies easier to 
read. The program used to analyse the results was Statistica 11. The questionnaires 
were pre-coded to make this task easier. The underlying purpose of the statistical 
analysis was to show that certain factors have a significant influence on the 
consumer’s perception of Pick n Pay’s three private label brands. 
The statistical analysis process was undertaken and the following information was 
provided: 
a) Frequency  
The number of responses that a question received (Donald & Schindler 2006:319). 
b) Percentages 
The percentage is the proportion of respondents who answered a question a certain 
way, then multiplied by 100 (Zikmund 2003:403). 
c) Pie charts 
Kinnear and Taylor (1991:674) describe a pie chart as a circle divided up into slices, 
each of which represents a portion of the total. Struwig and Stead (2001:271) explain 
that the pie chart is particularly effective for depicting relative size or emphasizing 
static comparisons since the sections are represented as part of the whole or total. 
d) Inferential statistics 
These have been used to gain knowledge about the structural relationships among 
the variables. 
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In this study, the data were analysed by examining the frequency with which certain 
responses occurred. The results are illustrated with the use of tables, frequencies 
and percentages. 
e) Regression 
Zikmund (2003:556) refers to regression as another technique for measuring the 
linear association between a dependent variable and an independent variable, where 
regression assumes that the dependent (or criterion) variable, Y, is predictively 
linked to the independent (or predictor) variable, X. Regression was used as it 
showed various relationships between the dependent and independent variables. 
This type of statistical analysis was also chosen as the conceptual model needed 
this type of testing to show how the four variables affected the consumer’s 
perception of, and ultimately the intention to purchase of the various Pick n Pay 
private label brands. 
f) Correlation 
This relates to the technique of indicating the relationship of one variable to another 
(Zikmund 2003:551). The researcher chose to use correlation as it would show clear 
relationships in the variables as well as making it easy to work out and easy to 
interpret. The intention to purchase was used as the dependent variable, while the 
three Pick n Pay private label brands were used as the independent variables. 
4.5 SUMMARY 
In this chapter, the methodology used in the study has been discussed. This chapter 
has also shown that the methodology was designed to maximize reliability and 
validity, and thus the findings of the study can be accepted with a reasonable degree 
of confidence. The various measuring instruments used in this study were discussed 
and the first pilot draft of the questionnaire developed. The sampling procedure of 
both the pilot and the primary study were outlined, whereafter the first pilot study was 
conducted. Areas of concern were noted resulting in minor changes to the first pilot 
study’s questionnaire and a second pilot study was subsequently conducted. With 
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satisfactory data analysis from the secondary pilot study, the questionnaire was 
finalised and the primary data collection commenced.  
The chapter concludes with a discussion on the various data analyses to be 
performed on data from the primary data collection. This discussion of the 
methodology in Chapter 4 allows for an easier understanding of Chapter 5 which 
reviews the empirical results obtained from the data analysis of the questionnaire 
responses. 
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CHAPTER 5  
EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS AND RESULTS  
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
The aim of this research was to investigate the consumer perceptions of the three 
private label brands at Pick n Pay Stores. In order to achieve this aim, a quantitative 
empirical study was conducted to collect the necessary information. In Chapter Four, 
the methodology used to collect the data was discussed.  
In this chapter, the empirical results of this analysis are reported. First the 
demographic profile of the respondents is presented, thereafter a discussion of the 
descriptive statistics that were calculated using Statistica 11 follows. Using frequency 
tables, means and standard deviations, the descriptive statistics for this study are 
presented. The internal reliability of the measuring instrument is assessed by means 
of Cronbach’s coefficient alphas.  
Inferential statistics were conducted to determine whether consumer brand 
perceptions were influenced by selected demographic variables. The results of the t-
tests and ANOVA are discussed. Further analysis of the inferential statistics is 
conducted by the calculation and interpretation of Cohen’s d and Tukey HSD.  
The data collected from the sample were thoroughly and meticulously analysed by 
breaking them up into groups or elements that the researcher examined separately, 
and then translated into immediate results. These immediate results were then 
interpreted into the integrated and meaningful general references and findings  
reported on in Chapter Six. 
5.2 RESULTS OF DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
By means of the empirical survey, 375 respondents formed the basis for the results 
presented. All respondents were Pick n Pay customers residing in the Nelson 
Mandela Bay Metropolitan area. 
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Data were submitted by means of a paper-based questionnaire (Annexure One) and 
an identical online version (Annexure Two). The paper-based questionnaire 
submissions were captured manually onto a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. The online 
questionnaire submissions were automatically captured onto a separate Microsoft 
Excel spreadsheet. 
Both spreadsheets were uploaded onto Statistica 11 to calculate descriptive 
statistics. The descriptive statistics calculated include frequency tables; means; and, 
standard deviations. These descriptive statistics can be found in Annexures Five, Six 
and Seven. 
As discussed in Chapter 4, the self-administered questionnaire consisted of two 
sections, namely: 
 Section 1: Brand perceptions of the three private label brands held by Pick n 
Pay Stores. 
 Section 2: Biographical data of the respondents. 
Sections 1 and 2 are presented, analysed and interpreted in the sub-sections which 
follow.  
5.2.1 Demographics of the respondents 
Annexure Eight presents, in detail, the results of the sample in terms of its 
demographic composition. Annexure Eight further segments the demographic 
composition of the sample into those who took part in answering either the online 
administered, or paper-based administered questionnaire.  The number of online 
versus paper-based respondents is depicted in Figure 5.1. 
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FIGURE 5.1 
ONLINE AND OFFLINE RESPONDENTS 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results  
It follows from Figure 5.1 that the sample size of online administered (n= 192), and 
paper-based administered questionnaire (n= 183) totalled 375 respondents. The 
online responses accounted for 51.2% and the paper-based respondents 48.8%. 
Unless explicitly specified, the results presented here are the combined samples.  
To facilitate the classification of respondents, selected individual demographic data 
were collected. The demographic and sample structure is described as follow: 
Gender; Age; Education; Employment status; and Income level. 
From the frequency table presented in Annexure Eight the results for these five 
demographic variables will be illustrated by means of pie charts and bar graphs.  
  
n=192 n=183 
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Respondents Online
Paper
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a) Gender 
The results from the frequency table for gender of the respondents are depicted in 
Figure 5.2. 
FIGURE 5.2 
GENDER COMPOSITION OF THE RESPONDENTS 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results  
Using a single measure item, gender was measured on a two-point scale where 1 
(one) and 2 (two) denoted male and female respectively. Females accounted for the 
majority of respondents at 63.5% and males at 36.5%. 
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63.5% 
Male
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b) Age 
Figure 5.3 illustrates the age distribution of the sample. 
 
FIGURE 5.3 
AGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE RESPONDENTS 
 Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
Age was measured on a single-item measure and scored on a five-point scale: 1 = 
18 to 29; 2 = 30 to 39 years; 3 = 40 to 49 years; 4 = 50 to 59 years; and 5 = 60 and 
older. From Figure 5.3 it follows that respondent’s aged from 18 to 29 years of age 
accounted for the majority of the sample (69.1%). 
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c) Highest educational qualification obtained by the respondent 
Figure 5.4 illustrates the highest educational qualification obtained by the 
respondents. 
FIGURE 5.4 
RESPONDENTS’ HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL QUALIFICATION 
 Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
Using a four-point scale, the respondents’ levels of education were recorded with 1 = 
High school or less; 2 = Diploma; 3 = Degree; and 4 = Post-graduate. It follows from 
Figure 5.4 that of the 375 respondents, 76 respondents (20.3%) achieved a high 
school or lesser education level, 209 respondents (55.7%) obtained a diploma, 62 
respondents (16.5%) had a degree, and 28 respondents (7.5%) possessed a post-
graduate qualification. 
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d) Employment status 
The employment status of the respondent was recorded by using a six-point scale: 1 
= Homemaker; 2 = Full-time/Self-employed; 3 = Part-time/Other; 4 = Student; 5 = 
Retired; and 6 = Unemployed. Figure 5.5 illustrates the employment status of the 
sample respondents included in this survey. 
FIGURE 5.5 
EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE RESPONDENTS 
 Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
It follows from Figure 5.5 that the majority of the respondents were students (55.2%). 
The reason for the skewed sample might be due to the high prevalence of students 
residing around the Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University that has a large 
geographic market in the city of Port Elizabeth. 
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e) Income 
Respondent’s monthly income was recorded using a six-point scale: 1 = R1000 or 
less; 2 = R1000 to R10 000; 3 = R10 001 to R20 000; 4 = R20 001 to R30 000; 5 = 
R30 001 to R40 000; and 6 = R40 0001 or more. The respondents’ income 
distribution is presented in Figure 5.6. 
FIGURE 5.6 
INCOME DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
From Figure 5.6 it follows that the majority of respondents (53.3%) earned R1000 or 
less per month. This might be attributed to the fact that the majority of respondents, 
as illustrated in Figure 5.5, were students. 
5.2.2 Brand perceptions and intention to purchase of the three Pick n Pay 
private label brands 
Section 5.2.1 provided a summary describing the sample; this section outlines the 
descriptive results of the main variables of Section 1 of the questionnaire. The 
purpose of this section of the questionnaire was to establish the respondents’ brand 
perceptions of the three private label brands offered by Pick n Pay Stores, namely: 
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Pick n Pay no name; PnP; and PnP Finest; and the level of their intention to 
purchase these brands.  
The questions focused on the consumers’ perceptions of the extrinsic and intrinsic 
brand qualities, namely: Advertising; Packaging; Price; and Overall Quality, of the 
three Pick n Pay brands. The respondents’ intention to purchase the brand in 
question was also questioned in this section. 
Section 1 of the questionnaire consisted of 51 items with regard to the literature 
overview of consumer brand perceptions as well as their intention to purchase. The 
items in the questionnaire were grouped according to three sub-sections, namely: 
 1(a): Consisting of items 1 to 17, related to Pick n Pay no name brand;  
 1(b): Consisting of items 18 to 34, related to PnP brand;  
 1(c): Consisting of items 35 to 51, related to PnP Finest brand.  
A five-point Likert scale was utilised to record respondents’ responses with 1 
denoting “Strongly Disagree”, 2 denoting “Disagree”, 3 denoting “Neutral”, 4 denoting 
“Agree”, and 5 denoting “Strongly agree”. 
The means, standard deviations, medians and item numbers of Section 1 of the 
questionnaires are provided in Annexure Six. For the sake of further clarity the items 
for each of the four brand perception factors have been grouped and are presented 
in Annexure Seven. 
In the sections that follow frequency tables, means and standard deviations of the 
individual items included in Section 1 of the questionnaire are analysed and 
interpreted under the four brand perceptions, namely advertising; packaging; pricing; 
and overall quality. Similarly, intention to purchase was analysed in the section. Each 
of the three Pick n Pay brands that constituted the three sub-sections of the Section 
1 (a, b, c) is presented alongside the others in the tables that follow to aid in the 
analysis and interpretation thereof.  
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a) Advertising 
The mean results of the items from the questionnaire measuring the respondents’ 
perception of the advertising of Pick n Pay brands are presented in Table 5.1. 
TABLE 5.1 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF VARIABLES MEASURING CONSUMER 
PERCEPTIONS OF ADVERTISING ACROSS PICK N PAY BRANDS 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
Notes: 1= strongly disagree; 5= strongly agree. X = denotes brand in question (Pick n Pay no name; PnP; or PnP Finest).       
As seen in Table 5.1, the mean results for the variables aimed at measuring 
advertising were all greater than 2.72 showing that respondents were mostly neutral, 
in agreement, or strongly in agreement with the items.  
It follows from Table 5.1 that respondents mostly agreed with having seen an 
advertisement for PnP no name brand. This variable yielded the highest mean (x̄= 
4.11) in the Table 5.1. Respondents’ were mostly neutral with regard to this item 
when it concerned the PnP Finest brand. 
The Pick n Pay brand with the lowest mean for all three variables is the PnP Finest 
brand, with all of the means below 3.0.  
All the means results for the three variables from Table 5.1 relating to the PnP Finest 
brand were below 3.0 and above 2.5 thus showing that respondents were mostly 
neutral in their responses. 
All the standard deviations that were calculated were relatively small, the largest 
being 1.29. 
  PNP NO NAME (a) PNP (b) PNP FINEST (c) 
 Question Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. 
A
d
v
e
rt
is
in
g
 
X brand is heavily advertised in magazines, radio, or TV. 3.62 
1.16 3.47 1.13 2.72 1.29 
There is a lot of advertising for X brand 3.19 1.06 3.42 1.01 2.57 1.09 
I have seen an advertisement for X products 4.11 1.01 3.88 1.08 2.95 1.27 
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b) Packaging 
The mean results of the items from the questionnaire measuring the respondents’ 
brand perception of the packaging of Pick n Pay brands are presented in Table 5.2.  
TABLE 5.2 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF VARIABLES MEASURING CONSUMER 
PERCEPTIONS OF PACKAGING ACROSS PICK N PAY BRANDS 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
Notes: 1= strongly disagree; 5= strongly agree. X = denotes brand in question (Pick n Pay no name; PnP; or PnP Finest).       
It follows from Table 5.2 that the largest mean (x̄= 4.19) was for the variable 
questioning the respondents’ familiarity with the PnP no name brand packaging. This 
same variable when posed to the respondents relating to PnP brand returned the 
second largest mean (x̄= 4.01), and PnP Finest the smallest (x̄= 3.23). It can thus be 
said that the respondents were mostly familiar with PnP no name brand’s packaging, 
then PnP brand’s packaging, and lastly PnP Finest brand’s packaging.  
When the respondents were confronted with the question of their inability to 
distinguish between the Pick n Pay brand’s packaging and that of other brands, PnP 
no name brand yielded the lowest mean (x̄= 1.77), followed by PnP brand (x̄= 1.95), 
and lastly PnP Finest (x̄= 2.07). The low mean recorded for the PnP no names brand 
indicates that most respondents disagreed with the statement that they cannot 
differentiate between PnP no name brand items and other brands. Thus the PnP no 
name brand packaging can be seen as being the most recognisable of the three Pick 
n Pay brands. 
All the standard deviations that were calculated were relatively small, the largest 
being 1.19. 
  PNP NO NAME (a) PNP (b) PNP FINEST (c) 
 Question Mean Std. 
Dev. 
Mean Std. 
Dev. 
Mean Std. 
Dev. 
P
a
c
k
a
g
in
g
 
I cannot tell X brand apart from other brands as the packaging 
is very similar 
1.77 1.04 1.95 1.08 2.07 1.11 
X and other brands look very similar 2.02 1.03 2.21 1.04 2.22 1.02 
I am familiar with X’s packaging (reverse) 4.19 0.96 4.01 0.97 3.23 1.19 
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c) Price 
The mean results of the items from the questionnaire measuring the respondents’ 
brand perception of the pricing of Pick n Pay brands are presented in Table 5.3. 
TABLE 5.3 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF VARIABLES MEASURING CONSUMER 
PERCEPTIONS OF PRICE ACROSS PICK N PAY BRANDS 
  PNP NO NAME (a) PNP (b) PNP FINEST (c) 
 Question Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. 
P
ri
c
e
 
X prices are competitive 3.33 1.02 3.44 0.95 3.21 0.97 
X has reasonable prices 4.06 0.90 3.67 0.88 3.09 1.05 
X is more expensive than average  1.98 1.01 2.58 1.10 3.27 1.16 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
Notes: 1= strongly disagree; 5= strongly agree. X = denotes brand in question (Pick n Pay no name; PnP; or PnP Finest).       
From the Table 5.3 it can be seen that PnP no name brand had the highest mean 
(x̄= 4.06) for all three variables questioning the respondents’ brand perception 
“Price”. This variable in particular was directed at querying respondents on the 
degree to which they agreed or disagreed with the brand being reasonably priced. It 
followed for this variable that PnP brands had the second largest mean (x̄= 3.67), 
and PnP Finest the smallest mean (x̄= 3.09). Thus respondents mostly agreed that 
PnP no name brand was reasonably priced. Respondents were mostly neutral 
towards the PnP Finest brand. 
As seen from Table 5.3 respondents were mostly neutral with regard to all three of 
the PnP private label brands being competitively priced. PnP brand yielded the 
largest mean (x̄= 3.44), followed by PnP no name brand (x̄= 3.33), and lastly the 
PnP Finest brand (x̄= 3.21). 
PnP Finest brand yielded the highest mean (x̄= 3.27) indicating respondents were 
neutral as to whether the brand was more expensive than average. Amongst the 
three brands PnP no-name had the smallest mean (x̄= 1.98) indicating that 
respondents were in disagreement about the brand being more expensive than 
average. 
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All the standard deviations calculated were relatively small, the largest being 1.16. 
d) Overall quality 
The mean results of the items from the questionnaire measuring the respondents’ 
brand perception of the quality of Pick n Pay brands are presented in Table 5.4. 
TABLE 5.4 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF VARIABLES MEASURING CONSUMER 
PERCEPTIONS OF PACKAGING ACROSS PICK N PAY BRANDS 
Notes: 1= strongly disagree; 5= strongly agree. X = denotes brand in question (Pick n Pay no name; PnP; or PnP Finest).       
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
The mean results presented in Table 5.4 show that of the three variables presented 
to respondents the highest mean was attained by PnP Finest (x̄= 4.01) indicating 
respondents were in agreement with PnP Finest brand of having high quality. For 
this variable PnP brand was second with a mean of x̄= 3.64, followed by PnP no 
name with x̄= 3.30. 
However, for the remaining two variables PnP brand’s means were highest amongst 
the three Pick n Pay private label brands. 
All the standard deviations calculated were relatively small, the largest being 1.09. 
e) Intention to purchase 
The mean results of the items from the questionnaire measuring the respondents’ 
intention to purchase the Pick n Pay brands are presented in Table 5.5. 
  
  PNP NO NAME (a) PNP (b) PNP FINEST (c) 
 Question Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. 
Q
u
a
li
ty
 X brand fully satisfies my product needs 
3.69 0.93 3.85 0.86 3.39 1.09 
X offers good value 3.84 0.86 4.00 0.75 3.74 1.01 
X is of high quality 3.30 1.00 3.64 1.00 4.01 1.00 
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TABLE 5.5 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF VARIABLES MEASURING CONSUMER 
INTENTION TO PURCHASE ACROSS PICK N PAY BRANDS 
  PNP NO NAME (a) PNP (b) PNP FINEST (c) 
 Question Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. 
In
te
n
ti
o
n
 t
o
 P
u
rc
h
a
s
e
 I buy X brand 3.73 1.01 3.74 0.99 2.71 1.17 
I look for X brand when I go shopping 3.26 1.04 3.42 1.05 2.75 1.20 
My shopping cart contains X brand products 3.33 1.08 3.41 1.05 2.63 1.17 
I would never buy X brand  1.57 0.88 1.74 0.95 2.13 1.02 
I would consider purchasing X brand 3.97 0.98 3.94 0.93 3.53 1.07 
Notes: 1= strongly disagree; 5= strongly agree. X = denotes brand in question (Pick n Pay no name; PnP; or PnP Finest).       
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
Following on from Table 5.5 most respondents agreed with the variable that they 
would consider purchasing either of the Pick n Pay brands. Conversely, this was 
similarly reflected in the reverse variable, “I would never buy” the brand in question 
with respondents mostly disagreeing with this statement. 
Respondents mostly agreed to buying PnP no name brand and PnP brand, but were 
neutral towards the PnP Finest brand. All three brands yielded means below 3.5 but 
greater than 2.5 when questioned on whether they look for the brand in question 
when they go shopping. This indicates that most respondents’ responses were 
“neutral” for this item.  
All the standard deviations calculated were relatively small, the largest being 1.17. 
5.3 VALIDITY OF MEASURING INSTRUMENTS 
Validity addresses the problem of whether a measure measures what it is supposed 
to measure (Struwig & Stead 2001:138; Zikmund 2003:301). According to Hair, Bush 
and Ortinau (2000:291), validity is the extent to which differences or conclusions in 
observed scale scores reflect true differences among subjects on the characteristic 
being measured, rather than systematic or random errors. In other words, to what 
degree does the manipulation of the independent variable account for differences in 
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the dependent variable? Perfect validity requires that there be no measurement 
error. 
For this study, face and content validity were used to ensure the questionnaire’s 
validity. By reviewing previous studies conducted (theory), face validity was ensured 
as the study’s instruments were accordingly based on related topics (refer to Table 
4.1). By asking experts to judge the guidelines included in the questionnaire, the 
content validity was applied. 
5.3.1 Types of validity 
There are different ways in which validity can be assessed. According to Zikmund 
(2003:302–304), the main methods are content validity; criterion validity; construct 
validity; convergent validity; and discriminant validity.  
a) Content validity 
Content validity, or face validity, involves the subjective agreement, but systematic 
evaluation, among professionals that the content of a measuring instrument logically 
appears to reflect accurately what it purports to measure. This type of validity 
requires an examination of whether the scale items adequately cover the entire 
domain of the construct being measured. A better evaluation can be obtained by 
examining criterion validity. 
b) Criterion validity 
Criterion validity reflects whether a scale performs as expected, or correlates, with 
other measures selected as meaningful criteria of the same construct. Depending on 
the time sequence in which the new measurement scale was compared to the 
criterion measure, criterion validity may be classified as either concurrent validity or 
predictive validity. In the case when the new measure is taken at the same time as 
the criterion measure, the method is called concurrent validity. When a certain 
measuring scale predicts a future measured event, predictive validity is established. 
Thus, it is only on the basis of a time dimension that the two measures differ, more 
specifically, only if the criterion is separated in time from the predictor measure 
(Zikmund 2003:302–303). 
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c) Construct validity 
Construct validity addresses the question of what construct or characteristic the 
scale is measuring. It seeks to establish the degree to which a measure confirms a 
network of related hypotheses formulated from a theory based on the concepts 
(Zikmund 2003:303). Construct validity is the most sophisticated and difficult type of 
validity to establish and includes convergent and discriminant validity.  
d) Convergent validity 
Convergent validity, which is synonymous with criterion validity, is the extent to 
which the scale logically correlates positively with other measures of the same 
construct. To establish validity, the new measure should converge with the other 
measure of the same construct. 
e) Discriminant validity 
Discriminant validity refers to the extent to which a measure has a low correlation 
with other constructs, or measures, of dissimilar concepts. Discriminant validity is 
calculated by means of one of the primary tools for establishing construct validity, 
namely a factor analysis. A factor analysis facilitates the identification of measuring 
items that have a high correlation among themselves, referred to as factors (Hair et 
al 2000:291). The items that comprise the factors help determine the structure of the 
construct being measured. 
5.4 RELIABILITY OF THE MEASURING INSTRUMENTS  
For the empirical research findings to be of value to management in their decision 
making process, it is pivotal that reliable measuring instruments are used in the 
research (Wegner 1999:2). The accuracy and quality of management decisions is 
thus dependant on the reliability of the measuring instruments. In the next section, 
reliability is defined and the different approaches to reliability are discussed. 
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5.4.1 Definition of reliability 
A measuring instrument is considered to be reliable when the research results 
emanating from these instruments can be repeated (Hair et al 2000:390).  Zikmund 
(2003:300) defines reliability as the degree to which measures are free from error 
and therefore yield consistent results. Test-retest, split-half, equivalent-form, and the 
coefficient alpha are commonly used ways to assess this (Hair et al 2000:390–391). 
These approaches are discussed in the next section.  
5.4.2 Approaches to estimate reliability 
Approaches to reliability include various methods such as test-retest, equivalent-
form, split-half, and the Cronbach alpha coefficient.  
a) Test-retest method 
The test-retest method involves administering the same scale or measuring 
instrument to the same respondents at two separate times to test for stability. If the 
scale is stable over time, the two tests should obtain similar results (Hair et al 2000: 
390). However, Zikmund (2003:301) notes several problems common to all 
longitudinal studies associated with the test-retest approach to determine reliability.  
Firstly, the premeasured (or first measure) may be sensitive to the time interval 
between testing. The smaller the time interval, the lower the reliability will be. 
Furthermore, there may be attitude change or other maturation of the subject if the 
time between measures is long. The characteristic variable measured may also 
change between measurements, with the first measurement having a carry-over 
effect on the second measurement.  
The second problem presented by the test-retest method concerns the homogeneity 
of the measure, in that the reliability coefficient it produces, can be inflated by the 
correlation of each item with itself. Thus, it is possible to have high test-retest 
correlations because of the high correlations between the same scale items 
measured at different times, even though the correlations between different scale 
items are quite low (Zikmund 2003:301). 
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b) Equivalent-form method 
The equivalent-form method measures the correlation between the reliability yielded 
by designing two alternative instruments to be as equivalent as possible and 
administered to the same group of subjects (Zikmund 2003:301). Two major 
problems are associated with this approach.  
Firstly, this method can be time consuming and expensive to construct an equivalent 
form of a scale. Secondly, it is difficult to construct two equivalent forms of a scale in 
terms of content. Zikmund (2003:301) further notes the problem that occurs if there 
is low correspondence between the two instruments. The low correlations obtained 
through this approach can reflect either an unreliable scale or non-equivalent forms. 
c) Split-half method 
Split-half is a method that measures the degree of internal consistency by checking 
one half of the scale items against the other half (Zikmund 2003:301). The scale 
items can be split into halves based on odd and even numbered items, or random 
selection. The problem is that the results will depend on how the scale items are 
split. 
d) Cronbach Alpha Coefficient 
Cronbach’s alpha varies on a continuum ranging from 0 to 1  (Cronbach 1951:297–
334) and is a widely used measurement of the internal consistency of a multi-item 
scale in which the average of all possible split-half coefficients is taken (Hair et al 
2000:390–391). The Cronbach alpha, also referred to as the reliability alpha 
coefficient, tends to increase with an increase in the number of scale items. Despite 
this shortcoming, it has been reported that the Cronbach alpha is a more rigorous 
method of establishing internal consistency and has the advantage of producing a 
reliability estimate with one administration (Gliner & Morgan 2000:316). 
The Cronbach reliability of a measure is expressed in terms of a reliability coefficient. 
Although there is no prescribed standard, a high reliability coefficient, for example 
0.80, generally indicates that the measure is highly reliable, whereas a low 
coefficient would generally indicate a weak reliability. A scale that renders a reliability 
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coefficient of above 0.70, usually suggests that the instrument is reliable; however, a 
reliability coefficient above 0.90 might suggest that some of the items are repetitious 
or there might be more items in the scale than required for a reliable measure of the 
concept for research purposes (Gliner & Morgan 2000:248). The coefficient, for 
example of 0.80, means that 80 percent of the variance in observed scores (the 
actual scores obtained on the measure), is due to the variance in the true scores (the 
true amount of the trait possessed by the respondent). In other words, the score 
obtained from the measuring instrument is an 80 percent true reflection of the 
underlying trait measured. The Cronbach alpha was used to calculate the internal 
consistency (reliability) of the measuring instruments in the present study.  
5.4.3 Internal reliability of instruments used in study 
By combining the brand perception factors of advertising, packaging, pricing and 
overall quality for each of the three Pick n Pay private label brands the combined 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated.  
a) Internal consistency of brand perception 
In Table 5.6 the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the brand perceptions of the three 
Pick n Pay private label brands is presented. 
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TABLE 5.6 
INTERNAL CONSISTENCY OF THE BRAND PERCEPTION  
 
PNP NO NAME (a) PNP (b) PNP FINEST (c) 
 Cronbach alpha: 0.53 Cronbach alpha: 0.57 Cronbach alpha: 0.70 
 
Item 
Item-total 
correlation Item 
Item-total 
correlation Item 
Item-total 
correlation 
A
d
ve
rt
is
in
g 1 0.33 18 0.42 35 0.52 
8 0.22 25 0.28 42 0.49 
15 0.35 32 0.33 49 0.54 
P
ac
k-
ag
in
g 9 -0.01 26 -0.05 43 0.06 
14 0.08 31 -0.03 48 0.07 
P
ri
ce
 
4 0.14 21 0.36 38 0.50 
10 0.17 27 0.15 44 0.22 
13 -0.05 30 0.06 47 0.01 
Q
u
al
it
y 
3 0.41 20 0.47 37 0.42 
6 0.27 23 0.21 40 0.21 
16 0.39 33 0.43 50 0.50 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
Item PA3, “I am familiar with the brands packaging”, was removed from the data set 
as it resulted in a significant increase in the alpha coefficient unanimously across all 
three Pick n Pay brands.  
Table 5.7 illustrates that the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of brand perceptions of 
the three Pick n Pay private label brands was as follow: 
 PnP no name brand  : 0.53 
 PnP brand   : 0.57 
 PnP Finest    : 0.70 
b) Internal consistency of intention to purchase 
As seen in Table 5.7, the measuring instruments relating to ‘Intention to purchase’ 
yielded alpha coefficients of between 0.74 and 0.82.  
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TABLE 5.7 
INTERNAL CONSISTENCY OF INTENTION TO PURCHASE 
 
PNP NO NAME (a) PNP (b) PNP FINEST (c) 
 Cronbach alpha: 0.75 Cronbach alpha: 0.74 Cronbach alpha: 0.82 
 
Item 
Item-total 
correlation Item 
Item-total 
correlation Item 
Item-total 
correlation 
In
te
n
ti
o
n
 t
o
 p
u
rc
h
as
e
 2 0.62 19 0.66 36 0.74 
5 0.57 22 0.60 39 0.66 
7 0.33 24 0.33 41 0.44 
12 0.50 29 0.40 46 0.53 
17 0.55 34 0.53 51 0.69 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
As suggested by Morgan, Gliner and Harmon (2006:248), a reliability coefficient 
above 0.90 might suggest that some of the items are repetitious or there might be 
more items in the scale than required for a reliable measure of the concept for 
research purposes. 
5.5 ANALYSIS OF RELATIONAHIPS BETWEEN DEPENDENT AND 
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
The process of correlation analysis is to measure the relationship between 
continuous variables and also describe how one variable is related to another. Using 
a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation, the statistical relationship between the 
different variables was investigated. The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation 
coefficient (r) measures the degree of linear association between two variables (Hair 
et al 2000:561). 
In the section that follows the descriptive statistics of the factors used in calculating 
the correlation of the dependent and independent variables are first presented, and 
thereafter the results of the Pearson Product-Momentum Coefficient calculation are 
discussed. 
5.5.1 Descriptive statistics of the dependent and independent factors 
In this study, the independent variables were defined as being the three brand 
perceptions of the three Pick n Pay private label brands. The dependent variable 
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was defined as being the consumers’ intention to purchase the brand (refer to 
Section 3.3). 
c) Brand perceptions 
By grouping the brand perception items of advertising, packaging, price and overall 
quality (refer to Section 5.2.2) for each of the three Pick n Pay private label brands 
the following descriptive statistics presented in Table 5.8 were recorded. 
TABLE 5.8 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF BRAND PERCEPTIONS  
 Brand Valid N Mean Median Minimum Maximum Std.Dev. Skewness Kurtosis 
PnP no 
name 375 3.36 3.36 1.82 4.55 0.42 -0.10 0.12 
PnP 375 3.36 3.36 1.82 4.45 0.43 -0.14 0.13 
PnP 
Finest 375 2.97 2.91 1.09 4.82 0.55 0.02 0.14 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
A five-point Likert scale was used to record the respondents’ responses. Following 
on from Table 5.8 all but one, PnP Finest, obtained means greater than 3. PnP 
Finest mean was 2.97. 
Figure 5.7 visually displays the distribution of the brand perception of PnP no name 
brand by means of bar graphs.  
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FIGURE 5.7 
BRAND PERCEPTION DISTRIBUTION OF PNP NO NAME BRAND 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
The bar graphs depicted in Figure 5.7 are categorised on the x-axis with the five 
points of the Likert scale and the number of observations form the y-axis.  
The red line in Figure 5.7 shows the normal curve, also referred to as the normal 
distribution. This distribution is fairly normal. 
Figure 5.8 visually displays the distribution of the brand perception of PnP brand by 
means of bar graphs. 
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FIGURE 5.8 
BRAND PERCEPTION DISTRIBUTION OF PNP BRAND 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
The bar graphs depicted in Figure 5.8 are categorised on the x-axis with the five 
points of the Likert scale and the number of observations form the y-axis.  
The red line in Figure 5.8 shows the normal curve, also referred to as the normal 
distribution. This distribution is fairly normal. 
Figure 5.9 visually displays the distribution of the brand perception of PnP brand by 
means of bar graphs. 
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FIGURE 5.9 
BRAND PERCEPTION DISTRIBUTION OF PNP FINEST BRAND 
 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
The bar graphs depicted in Figure 5.9 are categorised on the x-axis with the five 
points of the Likert scale and the number of observations form the y-axis.  
The red line in Figure 5.9 shows the normal curve, also referred to as the normal 
distribution. This distribution is fairly normal. 
d) Intention to purchase 
By grouping the five intention to purchase items for each of the three Pick n Pay 
private label brands the following descriptive statistics presented in Table 5.9 were 
recorded. 
TABLE 5.9 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF INTENTION TO PURCHASE  
  Valid N Mean Median Minimum Maximum Std.Dev. Skewness Kurtosis 
PnP no 
name 375 3.74 3.80 1.00 5.00 0.71 -0.63 0.43 
PnP 375 3.75 3.80 1.40 5.00 0.69 -0.43 -0.09 
PnP 
Finest 375 3.10 3.00 1.00 5.00 0.86 0.04 -0.47 
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Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
A five-point Likert scale was used to record the respondents’ responses. Following 
on from Table 5.9 all the PnP brands obtained means greater than 3. PnP brands 
mean was the largest (x̄=3.75). 
Figure 5.10 visually displays the distribution of the intention to purchase of PnP no 
name brand by means of bar graphs.  
FIGURE 5.10 
INTENTION TO PURCHASE DISTRIBUTION OF PNP NO NAME BRAND 
 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
The bar graphs depicted in Figure 5.10 are categorised on the x-axis with the five 
points of the Likert scale and the number of observations form the y-axis.  
The red line in Figure 5.10 shows the normal curve, also referred to as the normal 
distribution. This distribution is fairly normal. 
Figure 5.11 visually displays the distribution of the brand perception of PnP brand by 
means of bar graphs. 
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FIGURE 5.11 
INTENTION TO PURCHASE DISTRIBUTION OF PNP BRAND 
 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
The bar graphs depicted in Figure 5.11 are categorised on the x-axis with the five 
points of the Likert scale and the number of observations form the y-axis.  
The red line in Figure 5.11 shows the normal curve, also referred to as the normal 
distribution. This distribution is fairly normal. 
Figure 5.12 visually displays the distribution of the intention to purchase of PnP 
brand by means of bar graphs. 
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FIGURE 5.12 
INTENTION TO PURCHASE DISTRIBUTION OF PNP FINEST BRAND 
 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
The bar graphs depicted in Figure 5.12 are categorised on the x-axis with the five 
points of the Likert scale and the number of observations form the y-axis.  
The red line shows the normal curve, also referred to as the normal distribution. This 
distribution is fairly normal. 
The red line in Figure 5.12 is the closest normal fitting distribution. This distribution is 
a fairly normal distribution. 
5.5.2 Correlation between the dependent and independent variables 
Ranging from negative one to positive one, the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation 
coefficient indicates both the magnitude of the linear relationship and the direction of 
the relationship. An r value of positive one would indicate a perfect positive linear 
relationship; an r value of negative one a perfect negative linear relationship; an r 
value of zero no correlation (Zikmund 2003:551). The guidelines for interpreting a 
Pearson Product-Momentum Correlation coefficient, according to Hair et al 
(2000:563) are shown in Table 5.10. 
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TABLE 5.10 
INTERPRETATION OF PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENTUM CORRELATION 
COEFFICIENTS 
Range of coefficient Description of strength 
±0.81 to ±1.00 Very strong 
±0.61 to ±0.80 Strong 
±0.41 to ±0.60 Moderate 
±0.21 to ±0.40 Weak 
±0.00 to ±0.20 None 
Source: Hair et al (2000:563) 
The Pearson Product-Momentum Correlation coefficient was calculated to 
investigate the correlations between the brand perception and intention to purchase 
of the three Pick n Pay private label brands. The results are presented in Table 5.11. 
TABLE 5.11 
PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENTUM CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
VARIABLE  Intention to Purchase Brand Perception 
 BRAND 
PnP no 
name 
PnP 
PnP 
Finest 
PnP no 
name 
PnP 
PnP 
Finest 
Intention 
to 
purchase 
PnP no name 1.000 
     
PnP 0.357 1.000 
    
PnP Finest 0.137 0.377 1.000 
   
Brand 
perception 
PnP no name 0.537 0.324 0.197 1.000 
  
PnP 0.215 0.576 0.268 0.499 1.000 
 
PnP Finest 0.103 0.269 0.678 0.204 0.374 1.000 
Notes: Statistically significant correlations (p<0.05) are indicated in red 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
From Table 5.11 it can be seen that all of the Pearson correlation coefficients were 
above zero, indicating positive correlations among the respective variables. The 
correlations between the variables of brand perception and intention to purchase are 
further discussed in the sections that follow. 
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a) Brand perception and intention to purchase 
From Table 5.11 it follows that the strength of the relationship between intention to 
purchase and brand perceptions yielded three of the largest correlations. The 
strongest correlation was between the PnP Finest brand perception and PnP Finest 
intention to purchase with a coefficient of 0.678. The second largest Pearson’s 
coefficient was between PnP brand perception and PnP intention to purchase with a 
coefficient of 0.576, representing a moderate strength in correlation. The third largest 
coefficient was between PnP no name brand perception and PnP intention to 
purchase with a coefficient of 0.537, indicating a moderate strength in correlation. 
These relationships are visually reported on in Figure 5.13. 
FIGURE 5.13 
SCATTER PLOTS OF THE CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE VARIABLES 
 
Notes: The three strongest correlations are indicated in red 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results  
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The three scatter plots with the largest correlation coefficients are indicated in red on 
Figure 5.13. The strongest due to the magnitude of its coefficient is between PnP 
Finest brand perception and PnP Finest intention to purchase. 
b) Brand perceptions across brands 
As seen in Table 5.11, the strength of the relationship between the respective Pick n 
Pay private label brands’ brand perception was weak. The highest correlation among 
the Pick n Pay brands brand perception was between PnP no name brand and PnP 
brand, as reflected by Pearson’s correlation coefficient of 0.499. The weakest 
relationship among the brands was between PnP no name brand and PnP Finest 
brand (r = 0.204). 
c) Intention to purchase across brands 
The strength of the relationship between the respective Pick n Pay private label 
brands’ intention to purchase was weak to none. The highest correlation among the 
Pick n Pay brands intention to purchase was between PnP brand and PnP Finest 
brand, as reflected by Pearson’s correlation coefficient of 0.377. The weakest 
relationship among the brands was again between PnP no name brand and PnP 
Finest brand (r = 0.137). 
5.6 RESULTS OF STATISTICAL TESTS TO DETERMINE THE INFLUENCE OF 
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES ON RESPONDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS 
The primary objective of this study was to investigate the consumer brand 
perceptions of the three private label brands of Pick n Pay Stores. The previous 
section (Section 5.5) gave an overview of the relationships (correlations) between 
brand perceptions and intention to purchase. 
What follows in the next section is the presentation of the inferential statistics that 
were investigated to determine whether the perceptions of the respondents were in 
any way influenced by selected demographic variables. The results of the t-test and 
ANOVA are discussed in this section. 
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5.6.1 T-tests to investigate differences 
Section 1 of the questionnaire was aimed at brand perceptions and intention to 
purchase. A t-test was undertaken based on these questions to assess whether 
respondents’ perception of the items differed as a result of select demographics 
(Section 2 of the questionnaire).  
The t-test for difference of means is used to test the hypothesis that the mean scores 
of the variables are significantly different for two independent groups (Zikmund 
2003:742). For this study, the differences in the means of males and females were 
evaluated. 
Using the results of the t-test, the effect sizes of any statistically significant results 
were reported on by further calculating Cohen’s d. In order to interpret the effect size 
(Cohen’s d) the following guidelines, as prescribed by Maree (2010:212 ), were 
used:  
 0.20 < d < 0.50  : small effect. 
 0.50 < d < 0.80  : medium effect. 
 d > 0.8   : large effect. 
The result of the t-test for brand perception and intention to purchase are discussed 
in the sections that follow. 
a) Brand perceptions 
T-test results for brand perception of Pick n Pay brands as from items from Section 1 
of the questionnaire are presented in Table 5.12. 
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TABLE 5.12 
T-TEST RESULTS (BRAND PERCEPTIONS OF PICK N PAY BRANDS) 
Note: * indicates statistical significantly different at the 5% significance level 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
The p-values in Table 5.12 illustrate that the item brand perceptions of PnP Finest 
male and female respondents differed significantly at a 5% significance level (p < 
0.05). The mean score for males was slightly higher than that of the females (3.07 
compared to 2.91). This illustrates that females were slightly less in agreement than 
males as to the brand perception of PnP Finest brand. Using the guidelines 
previously mentioned (Section 5.6.1), the item’s Cohen’s d (0.30) indicated a small-
effect size thus the practical importance of this finding is small.  
b) Intention to purchase 
T-test results for intention to purchase a Pick n Pay brand as from items from 
Section 1 of the questionnaire are presented in Table 5.13. 
TABLE 5.13 
T-TEST RESULTS (INTENTION TO PURCHASE PICK N PAY BRANDS) 
Note: * indicates statistical significantly different at the 5% significance level 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
 
 
 
Mean Std.Dev. t-value df p Cohen's d 
    
Brand 
perception 
PnP no name 
Male 3.33 0.46 
-1.04 373 0.3008 
 Female 3.38 0.40 
PnP 
Male 3.34 0.44 
-0.56 373 0.5770 
 Female 3.37 0.43 
PnP Finest 
Male 3.07 0.56 
2.76 373 0.0061* 0.30 
Female 2.91 0.53 
 
 
 
Mean Std.Dev. t-value df p Cohen's d 
    
Intention 
to 
purchase 
PnP no name 
Male 3.64 0.72 
-2.23 373 0.0265* 0.24 
Female 3.81 0.69 
PnP 
Male 3.67 0.71 
-1.89 373 0.0597 
 Female 3.81 0.68 
PnP Finest 
Male 3.23 0.87 
2.25 373 0.0248* 0.24 
Female 3.02 0.85 
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As illustrated by the p-values in Table 5.13 two of the items, namely, intention to 
purchase PnP no name; and intention to purchase PnP Finest; males and female 
respondents differed significantly at a 5% significance level (p < 0.05). 
For the intention to purchase PnP no name brands item the t-test showed a 
significant difference between males and females (p = 0.0265). Although the 
difference between the two means is small, females had the larger mean (3.81 
compared to 3.64) which indicates that females were more in agreement with the 
statement of intention to purchase PnP no name brands. The item’s Cohen’s d is 
0.24, meaning the result is of small practical importance. 
The t-test showed in Table 5.13 a significant difference between males and females 
(p = 0.0248) for the intention to purchase PnP Finest brands. Females were less in 
agreement than males with the statement of intention to purchase PnP Finest brand 
as indicated by the differences in the means (3.23 compared to 3.02). The Cohen’s d 
for this item is 0.24, indicating it is of small practical importance. 
5.6.2 ANOVA 
In Section 2 of the questionnaire data relating to the respondents’ age and education 
were requested. Using this information ANOVA was undertaken to determine 
whether the respondents’ brand perceptions and intention to purchase the three Pick 
n Pay private label brands were influenced by the demographic variables mentioned. 
The purpose of ANOVA is to test the relationship between one dependent variable 
(continuous) and two or more independent variables (categorical) (Wiid & Diggines 
2013:277).  
Any statistical differences highlighted by the ANOVA were further analysed by 
means of the post-hoc test, Tukey HSD. The Tukey HSD assisted in identifying the 
specific independent variables in the group that led to the difference. Practical 
significance was assessed by means of Cohen’s d.  
The results of the ANOVA analysis on age and education are presented below. 
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a) Age 
Table 5.14 show the ANOVA results for “age” demographic (independent) variable 
and the dependent variables of intention to purchase and brand perceptions. 
TABLE 5.14 
ANOVA RESULTS FOR AGE AND THE PERCEPTIONS OF INTENTION TO 
PURCHASE AND BRAND PERCEPTIONS 
AGE  
INTENTION TO PURCHASE BRAND PERCEPTION   
PnP no name PnP PnP Finest PnP no name PnP PnP Finest   
Means Std. Means Std. Means Std. Means Std. Means Std. Means Std. N 
  Dev.   Dev.   Dev.   Dev.   Dev.   Dev.   
18-29 
years 
3.78 0.69 3.76 0.66 3.12 0.86 3.37 0.42 3.37 0.41 2.99 0.54 259 
30-39 
years 
3.75 0.74 3.73 0.8 3.27 0.99 3.39 0.46 3.33 0.48 3.09 0.58 40 
40-49 
years 
3.59 0.72 3.78 0.77 3.07 0.79 3.29 0.41 3.33 0.5 2.9 0.53 53 
50+ years 3.7 0.82 3.63 0.72 2.63 0.64 3.34 0.39 3.42 0.4 2.76 0.52 23 
All Groups 3.74 0.71 3.75 0.69 3.1 0.86 3.36 0.42 3.36 0.43 2.97 0.55 375 
ANOVA F=1.09 F=0.28 F=2.96 F=0.59 F=0.28 F=2.16   
 results P=0.3522 P=0.8399 P=0.0321 P=0.6247 P=0.8392 P=0.0926   
Note: figures in red indicate statistical significant differences between the demographic variables 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
Following on from Table 5.14 the lowest mean was amongst age group 50+ years 
and intention to purchase PnP Finest (x̄ = 2.63). An individual ANOVA was done for 
each of the intention to purchase and brand perception factors. The results in Table 
5.14 showed that with the intention to purchase PNP Finest brand factor, significant 
differences were found between the five groups’ means. The significance level is 
0.0321 (p = 0.0321), which is below 0.05. 
To find out which groups differed regarding the intention to purchase PnP Finest 
brand factor a further Tukey HSD post-hoc test was conducted. Table 5.15 shows 
the Tukey HSD post-hoc test of intention to purchase PnP Finest brand variable. 
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TABLE 5.15 
TUKEY HSD POST-HOC TEST OF INTENTION TO PURCHASE PNP FINEST 
BRAND 
AGE {1} {2} {3} {4} 
18-29 years {1}        
30-39 years {2} 0.7238   
 
 
40-49 years {3} 0.9830 0.6828   
 50+ years {4} 0.0393 0.0203 0.1550   
Note: mean differences that exceed the HSD critical difference are marked in red 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
Following on from Table 5.15 the mean differences that exceed the HSD critical 
difference are marked in red. Thus it can be seen that for the age group 50+ years it 
was significantly different from age group 18-29 years, with a medium practical 
importance (Cohen’s d = 0.59). Additionally, age group 50+ years was significantly 
different from age group 30-39 years, with a medium practical importance (Cohen’s d 
= 0.73). 
b) Education 
Table 5.16 shows the ANOVA results for “education” demographic (independent) 
variable and the dependent variables of intention to purchase and brand perceptions. 
TABLE 5.16 
ANOVA RESULTS FOR EDUCATION AND THE PERCEPTIONS OF INTENTION 
TO PURCHASE AND BRAND PERCEPTIONS 
  INTENTION TO PURCHASE BRAND PERCEPTION   
EDUCATION PnP no name PnP PnP Finest PnP no name PnP PnP Finest   
  Means Std. Means Std. Means Std. Means Std. Means Std. Means Std.   
    Dev.   Dev.   Dev.   Dev.   Dev.   Dev. N 
High School 
or less 3.70 0.73 3.66 0.73 2.93 0.75 3.29 0.38 3.31 0.47 2.88 0.43 76 
Diploma 3.86 0.64 3.79 0.70 3.20 0.93 3.42 0.43 3.38 0.43 3.02 0.58 209 
Degree 3.50 0.75 3.82 0.64 3.05 0.77 3.23 0.42 3.35 0.38 2.98 0.53 62 
Post-
graduate 3.54 0.88 3.61 0.67 2.92 0.67 3.37 0.43 3.31 0.43 2.86 0.64 28 
All Groups 3.74 0.71 3.75 0.69 3.10 0.86 3.36 0.42 3.36 0.43 2.97 0.55 375 
ANOVA F=5.58 F=1.27 F=2.45 F=4.30 F=0.64 F=1.58   
 results P=0.0009 P=0.2852 P=0.0636 P=0.0054 P=0.5906 P=0.1946   
Note: figures in red indicate statistical significant differences between the education variables 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
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Following on from Table 5.16 individual ANOVA results showed that for one of the 
dependant variables, namely intention to purchase PnP no name brands, significant 
differences were found between the four education groups. The diploma 
respondents had a higher mean score (x̄ =3.86) for intention to purchase PnP no 
name brands (p = 0.0009). 
To find out which groups differed among the brand perceptions of PnP no name 
brand factor a further Tukey HSD post-hoc test was conducted. Table 5.17 shows 
the Tukey HSD post-hoc test of intention to purchase PnP no name brand. 
TABLE 5.17 
TUKEY HSD POST-HOC TEST OF INTENTION TO PURCHASE PNP NO NAME 
BRAND VARIABLE  
  {1} {2} {3} {4} 
  M=3.70 M=3.86 M=3.49 M=3.53 
High School or less 
{1}   
  
  
Diploma  {2} 0.3007   
 
 
Degree   {3} 0.3180 0.0016     
Post-graduate {4} 0.7075 0.0898 0.9948   
Notes: mean differences that exceed the HSD critical difference are marked in red 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
Following on from Table 5.17, the mean differences that exceed the HSD critical 
difference are marked in red. Thus it can be seen that for the Degree group it was 
significantly different from the Diploma group, with a medium practical implication 
(Cohen’s d = 0.55).  
Additionally, there was shown to be a significant difference between the four 
education groups and the dependent variable, brand perceptions of PnP no name 
brand. The diploma respondents had a higher mean score (x̄ =3.38) for brand 
perception of PnP no name brands (p = 0.0054). Table 5.18 shows the Tukey HSD 
post-hoc test of brand perception of PnP no name brand. 
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TABLE 5.18 
TUKEY HSD POST-HOC TEST OF BRAND PERCEPTION OF PNP NO NAME 
BRAND VARIABLE  
 
{1} {2} {3} {4} 
  M=3.2883 M=3.4228 M=3.2317 M=3.3734 
High School or less 
{1} 
  
   Diploma  {2} 0.0754  
 Degree   {3} 0.8575 0.0083  
 Post-graduate {4} 0.7924 0.9355 0.4418  
Notes: mean differences that exceed the HSD critical difference are marked in red 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
Following on from Table 5.18, the mean differences that exceed the HSD critical 
difference are marked in red. Thus it can be seen that for the Degree group it was 
significantly different from the Diploma group, with a small practical implication 
(Cohen’s d = 0.45).  
5.7 FINDINGS ON HYPOTHESES 
In Section 5.5.2 the Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficients were 
calculated for the purpose of investigating the correlations between the three Pick n 
Pay private label brands’ brand perceptions and the intention to purchase the 
respective brands. The results of the analysis are presented in Table 5.11. 
The nine hypotheses (see Section 3.4) are presented below. Each hypothesis is 
followed by a discussion on whether the empirical evidence was able to support it. 
Hypotheses would only be accepted if moderate positive correlations as indicated by 
a Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficient ≥ 0.4 (see Section 5.5.2) were 
achieved and practical significance obtained. 
5.7.1 Results of testing hypothesis 1 
Hypothesis 1 (H1) states: There is a statistical relationship between the brand 
perception of PnP no name (generic private label) and the intention to purchase the 
brand. 
117 
  
 
According to the Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficients in Table 5.11, a 
statistical-significant relationship between the brand perception of PnP no name 
(generic private label) and the intention to purchase the brand was reported with a 
correlation coefficient of 0.537 (p <0.05). This meant that there was a moderate 
positive correlation between the brand perception of PnP no name (generic private 
label) and the intention to purchase the brand. Therefore H1 was accepted. 
5.7.2 Results of testing hypothesis 2 
Hypothesis 2 (H2) states: There is a statistical relationship between the brand 
perception of PnP (classic private label) and the intention to purchase the brand. 
Table 5.11 reported a statistical-significant relationship between the brand 
perception of PnP (classic private label) and the intention to purchase the brand with 
a correlation coefficient of 0.576 (p <0.05). This meant that there was a moderate 
positive correlation between the brand perception of PnP (classic private label) and 
the intention to purchase the brand. Therefore H2 was accepted. 
5.7.3 Results of testing hypothesis 3 
Hypothesis 3 (H3) states: There is a statistical relationship between the brand 
perception of PnP Finest (premium private label) and the intention to purchase the 
brand. 
According to the Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficients in Table 5.11, a 
statistical-significant relationship between the brand perception of PnP Finest 
(premium private label) and the intention to purchase the brand was reported with a 
correlation coefficient of 0.678 (p <0.05). This meant that there was a strong positive 
correlation between the brand perception of PnP Finest (premium private label) and 
the intention to purchase the brand. Therefore H3 was accepted. 
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5.7.4 Results of testing hypothesis 4 
Hypothesis 4 (H4) states: There is a statistical relationship between the brand 
perception of PnP no name (generic private label) and the brand perception of PnP 
(classic private label). 
Table 5.11 reported a statistical-significant relationship between the brand 
perception of PnP no name (generic private label) and the brand perception of PnP 
(classic private label) with a correlation coefficient of 0.499 (p <0.05). This meant that 
there was a moderate positive correlation between the brand perception of PnP no 
name (generic private label) and the brand perception of PnP (classic private label). 
Therefore H4 was accepted. 
5.7.5 Results of testing hypothesis 5 
Hypothesis 5 (H5) states: There is a statistical relationship between the brand 
perception of PnP no name (generic private label) and the brand perception of PnP 
Finest (premium private label). 
According to the Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficients in Table 5.11, a 
statistical-significant relationship between the brand perception of PnP no name 
(generic private label) and the brand perception of PnP Finest (premium private 
label) was reported with a correlation coefficient of 0.204 (p <0.05). This meant that 
there was a weak positive correlation between the brand perception of PnP no name 
(generic private label) and the brand perception of PnP Finest (premium private 
label). Therefore H5 was rejected as r < 0.4. 
5.7.6 Results of testing hypothesis 6 
Hypothesis 6 (H6) states: There is a statistical relationship between the brand 
perception of PnP (classic private label) and the brand perception of PnP Finest 
(premium private label). 
Table 5.11 reported a statistical-significant relationship between the brand 
perception of PnP (classic private label) and the brand perception of PnP Finest 
(premium private label) with a correlation coefficient of 0.374 (p <0.05). This meant 
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that there was a weak positive correlation between the brand perception of PnP 
(classic private label) and the brand perception of PnP Finest (premium private 
label). Therefore H6 was rejected as r <0.4. 
5.7.7 Results of testing hypothesis 7 
Hypothesis 7 (H7) states: There is a statistical relationship between the intention to 
purchase PnP no name (generic private label) and the intention to purchase PnP 
(classic private label). 
According to the Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficients in Table 5.11, a 
statistical-significant relationship between the intention to purchase PnP no name 
(generic private label) and the intention to purchase PnP (classic private label) was 
reported with a correlation coefficient of 0.357 (p <0.05). This meant that there was a 
weak positive correlation between the intention to purchase PnP no name (generic 
private label) and the intention to purchase PnP (classic private label). Therefore H7 
was rejected as r < 0.4. 
5.7.8 Results of testing hypothesis 8 
Hypothesis 8 (H8) states: There is a statistical relationship between the intention to 
purchase PnP no name (generic private label) and the brand perception of PnP 
Finest (premium private label). 
Table 5.11 reported a statistical-significant relationship between the intention to 
purchase PnP no name (generic private label) and the brand perception of PnP 
Finest (premium private label) with a correlation coefficient of 0.137 (p <0.05). This 
meant, according to the guidelines presented in Table 5.10, that there was no 
correlation between the intention to purchase PnP no name (generic private label) 
and the brand perception of PnP Finest (premium private label). Therefore H8 was 
rejected as r <0.4. 
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5.7.9 Results of testing hypothesis 9 
Hypothesis 9 (H9) states: There is a statistical relationship between the intention to 
purchase PnP (classic private label) and the intention to purchase PnP Finest 
(premium private label). 
According to the Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficients in Table 5.11, a 
statistical-significant relationship between the intention to purchase PnP (classic 
private label) and the intention to purchase PnP Finest (premium private label) was 
reported with a correlation coefficient of 0.377 (p <0.05). This meant that there was a 
weak positive correlation between the intention to purchase PnP (classic private 
label) and the intention to purchase PnP Finest (premium private label). Therefore H9 
was rejected as r < 0.4. 
Figure 5.14 depicts the empirical results of the theoretical framework with 
corresponding Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficients. Hypotheses 
would only be accepted if moderate positive correlations as indicated by a Pearson’s 
Product–Moment correlation coefficient ≥ 0.4 (see Section 5.5.2) were achieved and 
practical significance obtained. 
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FIGURE 5.14 
EMPIRICAL RESULTS OF THE PRIVATE LABEL BRAND CONCEPTS 
FRAMEWORK WITH HYPOTHESES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: moderate positive correlations as indicated by a Pearson’s Product–Moment correlation coefficient ≥ 0.4 are in red 
Source: Researcher’s own construct 
5.8 CONCLUSION 
In this chapter, the results of the data-analysis procedure (measuring scales) and 
tests were presented, analysed, interpreted and discussed. The data-analysis 
procedures were outlined and included the following steps: 
 The demographic profile of the respondents was established 
 The mean scores and standard variation of factors was obtained from 
calculating descriptive statistics. 
 Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients were used to verify internal reliability of 
the measuring instrument. 
 Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficients were calculated to report 
on correlations between the independent and dependent variables. 
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 T-tests and Anova were calculated to report on whether the perceptions of 
respondents were influenced by selected demographic variables. 
 Calculating the Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficients was 
applied to report on the hypotheses. 
In Chapter 6, the above-mentioned empirical results are interpreted, with particular 
reference to the South African industry.   
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CHAPTER 6 
 SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
The primary objective of this research project was to determine and investigate the 
current consumer perceptions of the three private label brands at Pick n Pay Stores, 
a South African retailer.  Chapter 2 provided the literature overview of brand and 
private labels. A framework indicating the relationship between the three Pick n Pay 
private label brand perceptions and the consumer’s intention to purchase was 
developed and discussed in Chapter 3. The research design and methodology were 
explained in Chapter 4, and in Chapter 5 the results and interpretation of the findings 
of the empirical research presented. 
In this final chapter an overview of the study is provided with the addition of a 
synopsis of the literature overview. The chapter indicates how research objectives 
presented in Chapter 1 were met, along with the answering of the research 
questions. The most relevant research findings are highlighted. On the basis of the 
literature overview and empirical findings recommendations are made. In the final 
few sections of the chapter the contribution of the study is discussed, its limitations 
indicated, and areas for possible future research suggested. The chapter concludes 
with final remarks regarding the project, thereby concluding the study. 
6.2 SUMMARY OF RESEARCH 
A brief summary of the chapters is provided in the sections which follow. 
6.2.1 Summary of Chapter 1 
Chapter 1 presented the introduction and background to the research. The chapter 
served to provide details on the rationale for the study. Furthermore, it defined the 
problem and detailed the aims and objectives of the study. A review of previous 
research was conducted and the main concepts central to the study were presented 
in a literature review. The chapter defined the private label concept and differentiated 
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it from similar concepts. It summarized the global historical developments of private 
labelling and provided a current overview of trends in private labelling practices.  
A brief overview of the research design and methodology was presented, followed by 
the scope of the study being defined. The chapter concluded with the content of the 
subsequent chapters being outlined. 
6.2.2 Summary of Chapter 2 
The purpose of this chapter was to explore the subject of brand, and the nature and 
success factors of private label brands in retail. This was done by reviewing the 
literature which traced the rapid changes in the retail sector as a result of the 
increasing influence of private label brands on conventional retail practices and 
consumer behaviour. The basic concepts of manufacturer brands and private label 
brands were reviewed, noting the current local South African market. It was through 
the identification of specific success factors of private labels by means of which 
consumers’ perception of private labels were influenced that the various private label 
brand concepts were evaluated. 
In discussing the current literature on branding, the development of consumer brand 
associations towards brands was explored. Four brand association variables used by 
consumers to make brand quality judgements which lead to the intention to 
purchase, namely price, packaging, advertising, and overall quality, were identified.  
The primary retailer of interest in this research study was Pick n Pay Stores, hence 
additional insight into the company’s history, and current private label brands 
strategy was included. The chapter concluded with Pick n Pay’s three private label 
brands being briefly defined in the context of this study. 
6.2.3 Summary of Chapter 3 
The purpose for this chapter was to explain how the conceptual framework was 
designed and how relationships were formed from this design. The design was done 
by breaking the framework into its respective parts and the relationships were 
explained through the components in each part of the framework. 
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The discussion of the conceptual framework allowed for an easier understanding on 
how the framework was linked to the study and how the results in Chapter 5 were 
obtained and analysed.  
Additionally, the conceptual framework was developed with the goal of providing 
useful structure for managers at Pick n Pay Stores developing private label brand 
strategies as well as researchers studying retailers employing multiple private label 
brands.  
6.2.4 Summary of Chapter 4 
In this chapter, the methodology used in the study was discussed. This chapter 
showed that the methodology was designed to maximize reliability and validity, and 
thus the findings of the study could be accepted with a reasonable degree of 
confidence. The various measuring instruments used in this study were discussed 
and the first pilot draft of the questionnaire developed. The sampling procedure of 
both the pilot and the primary study were outlined, thereafter the first pilot study was 
conducted. Areas of concern were noted resulting in minor changes to the first pilot 
study’s questionnaire and a second pilot study was subsequently conducted. With 
satisfactory data analysis from the secondary pilot study the questionnaire was 
finalised and the primary data collection commenced. The chapter concluded with a 
discussion on the various data analyses to be performed on data from the primary 
data collection. 
6.2.5 Summary of Chapter 5 
In this chapter, the results of the data-analysis procedure (measuring scales) and 
tests were presented, analysed, interpreted and discussed. The data-analysis 
procedures were outlined and included the following steps: 
 The demographic profile of the respondents was established 
 The mean scores and standard variation of factors were obtained from 
calculating descriptive statistics. 
 Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients were used to verify the internal reliability 
of the measuring instrument. 
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 Pearson’s Product-Moment correlations were calculated to report on 
correlations between the independent and dependent variables. 
 T-tests and Anova were calculated to report on whether the perceptions of 
respondents were influenced by selected demographic variables. 
6.3 ACHIEVEMENT OF RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
In Sections 6.3.1 and 6.3.2 the achievement of the research objectives and the 
findings that address the research question are discussed. 
6.3.1 Achievement of primary and secondary objectives 
The achievement of the various secondary objectives to meet the primary objective, 
as presented in Chapter 1, is depicted in Table 6.1. 
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TABLE 6.1 
ACHIEVEMENT OF RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
OBJECTIVE 
CHAPTER 
ADDRESSING 
OBJECTIVE 
S
E
C
O
N
D
A
R
Y
 
ONE: Present a literature overview of brand and private label 
brands. 
Chapter 2 
TWO: Present a literature overview of consumer perceptions of 
brands and their intention to purchase. 
Chapter 2 
THREE: Develop a theoretical framework to investigate the 
consumers’ brand perception of the various private label brand 
concepts and their intention to purchase. 
Chapter 3 
FOUR: identify and implement the appropriate research 
methodology to maximize reliability and validity for this study in 
order to achieve the overall primary objective. 
Chapter 4 
FIVE: Establish the consumers’ brand perceptions towards each 
of the three Pick n Pay private label brands. 
Chapter 5 
SIX: Establish the consumers’ intention to purchase any of the 
three Pick n Pay private label brands. 
Chapter 5 
SEVEN: Determine whether the consumers’ brand perception 
for each of the three Pick n Pay private label brands and their 
intention to purchase were influenced by selected demographic 
variables. 
Chapter 5 
EIGHT: Propose how the consumers’ perception of the three 
Pick n Pay private label brands, and their inter-relations, relate 
to their intention to purchase. 
Chapter 6 
P
R
IM
A
R
Y
 
Determine and investigate consumer perceptions of the three 
private label brands at Pick n Pay Stores 
Chapter 5 
Source: Researcher’s own construct 
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6.3.2 Addressing the research questions 
Based on the aim as well as the primary objective of the study a total of eight 
research questions were formulated. The findings relating to the eight research 
questions are presented below: 
a) What are brand and private label brands? 
Chapter 2 presented a literature overview of the concept of brand. By reviewing the 
existing literature the rapid changes in the retail sector as a result of the increasing 
influence of private label brands on conventional retail practices and consumer 
behaviour were explored. The basic concepts of manufacturer brands and private 
label brands were reviewed, noting the current local South African market. 
b) What do consumer perceptions and their intention to purchase brands 
entail? 
In discussing the current literature on branding, the development of consumer 
perceptions based on brand associations towards brands was explored. Four brand 
association variables used by consumers to make brand quality judgements which 
lead to the intention to purchase, namely price, packaging, advertising, and overall 
quality, were identified (see Figure 2.3). Each of these variables was 
comprehensively discussed in Chapter 2.  
c) What possible theoretical framework can be used to investigate the 
consumers’ brand perception of the various private label brand concepts 
and their intention to purchase 
The theoretical framework was constructed around the development of consumer 
perceptions based on their brand associations with the three Pick n Pay private label 
brand concepts. Based on the analysis of the literature overview of consumer 
perceptions of brands and their intention to purchase brands, a framework was 
developed to investigate their perceptions of Pick n Pay’s three private label brand 
concepts as well as their intention to purchase the respective brands.  
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The components of the framework were described in Chapter 3. The framework 
showed how the three private label brand concepts, synonymous with Pick n Pay’s 
three private label brands, each related to the four brand association variables 
forming the consumer’s perception of the brand and thus influencing their intention to 
purchase (see Figure 3.1).  
d) What is the appropriate research methodology for this study? 
Chapter 1 presented the primary and secondary objectives of this study (see Section 
1.5). Chapter 4 provided the research design and methodology used to address 
these objectives. A positivistic research paradigm was adopted and the theoretical 
model was then tested by means of a large-scale empirical study. The research  
combined quantitative and qualitative research methods thus a mixed methods 
research strategy was selected. A literature study constituted the qualitative 
component of the research and a paper and online-based questionnaire the 
quantitative component. 
In defining the research design for this study the measuring instrument, sampling 
techniques and data-collection procedure were discussed. Utilising previous studies 
to assist in the operalisation of valid items (see Table 4.1), a self-developed 
questionnaire was constructed and distributed to customers of Pick n Pay. Two pilot 
studies were conducted to ensure reliability of the measuring instrument through the 
calculation of Cronbach’s coefficient alphas. The scale measuring the items was 
shown to be reliable (see Table 4.3).  
The data analysis procedure was outlined detailing the data preparation undertaken 
along with the statistical methods used to describe the results of the empirical study.  
Along with descriptive statistics being used to describe the results of the empirical 
study inferential statistical techniques were implemented to analyse the data further. 
e) What are the consumers’ brand perceptions towards each of the three Pick 
n Pay private label brands? 
Section 1 of the questionnaire was included in the measuring instrument (see 
Annexure A) to establish the brand perceptions of the Pick n Pay consumer. The 
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questions focused on the consumers’ perceptions of the extrinsic and intrinsic brand 
qualities, namely: advertising; packaging; price; and overall quality, of the three Pick 
n Pay brands. Section 1 of the questionnaire consisted of 51 items with regard to the 
literature overview of consumer brand perceptions as well as their intention to 
purchase. Altogether 36 of the 51 items related to brand perceptions, the remaining 
15 items focused on the consumer’s intention to purchase. A five-point Likert scale 
was utilised to record respondents’ responses with 1 denoting “Strongly Disagree”, 2 
denoting “Disagree”, 3 denoting “Neutral”, 4 denoting “Agree”, and 5 denoting 
“Strongly agree”.  
The brand perception items of advertising, packaging, price and overall quality (refer 
to Section 5.2.2) for each of the three Pick n Pay private label brands were grouped 
and the descriptive statistics presented (see Table 5.8). The major findings are 
discussed in Section 6.5 
f) What are the consumers’ intentions to purchase any of the three Pick n Pay 
private label brands? 
Fifteen of the 51 items in Section 1 of the measuring instrument (see Annexure 
Seven) focused on the consumer’s intention to purchase. A five-point Likert scale 
was utilised to record respondents’ responses with 1 denoting “Strongly Disagree”, 2 
denoting “Disagree”, 3 denoting “Neutral”, 4 denoting “Agree”, and 5 denoting 
“Strongly agree”.  
The five intentions to purchase items for each of the three Pick n Pay private label 
brands were grouped and the descriptive statistics presented (see Table 5.9). The 
major findings are discussed in Section 6.5 
g) What demographic variables have an influence on the consumers’ brand 
perception of each of the three Pick n Pay private label brands and their 
intention to purchase? 
Section 2 of the questionnaire requested respondents to provide demographic 
information. Data relating to gender, age, racial class, education level, employment 
status and income level were requested. 
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In Chapter 5 t-tests and ANOVA were calculated (inferential statistics) to determine 
whether perceptions of the respondents were in any way influenced by select 
demographic variables, namely: gender, age and education level. The practical 
significance of each factor was also assessed by means of calculating the Cohen’s d 
value. 
Relating to brand perceptions of the private label brands, the only significant 
difference found between that of males and females was for the item relating to 
brand perception of PnP Finest brand (see Table 5.12). Respondents differed 
significantly at a 5% significance level (p < 0.05) with a p-value of 0.0061. However, 
the item’s Cohen’s d (0.30) indicated a small-effect size thus the practical importance 
of this finding is small. Females were slightly less in agreement than males as to the 
brand perception of PnP Finest brand, illustrated by the mean score for males being 
slightly higher than that of the females (3.07 compared to 2.91).  
T-test results for intention to purchase of Pick n Pay brand indicated that males and 
female respondents differed significantly at a 5% significance level (p < 0.05) for two 
of the items, namely, intention to purchase PnP no name; and intention to purchase 
PnP Finest. 
For the intention to purchase PnP no name brands item the t-test showed a 
significant difference between males and females (p = 0.0265). Although the 
difference between the two means was small, females had the larger mean (3.81 
compared to 3.64) which indicated that females were more in agreement with the 
statement of intention to purchase PnP no name brands. The item’s Cohen’s d was 
0.24, meaning the result was of small practical importance. 
The t-test showed in Table 5.13 a significant difference between males and females 
(p = 0.0248) for the intention to purchase PnP Finest brands. Females were less in 
agreement than males with the statement of intention to purchase PnP Finest brand 
as was indicated by the differences in the means (3.23 compared to 3.02). The 
Cohen’s d for this item was 0.24 indicating it was of small practical importance. 
ANOVA was undertaken to determine whether the respondents’ brand perceptions 
and intention to purchase the three Pick n Pay private label brands were influenced 
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by the demographic variables, namely, age and education level. Any statistical 
differences highlighted by the ANOVA were further analysed by means of the post-
hoc test, Tukey HSD. The Tukey HSD assisted in identifying the specific 
independent variables in the group that led to the difference. Practical significance 
was assessed by means of Cohen’s d. 
The results of the analysis showed that with the intention to purchase PNP Finest 
brand factor, significant differences were found between the five age groups’ means. 
The significance level was 0.0321 (p = 0.0321), which is below 0.05. The Tukey HSD 
post-hoc test of intention to purchase PnP Finest brand variable indicated that the 
age group 50+ years it was significantly different from age group 18-29 years, with a 
medium practical importance (Cohen’s d = 0.59). Additionally, age group 50+ years 
was significantly different from age group 30-39 years, with a medium practical 
importance (Cohen’s d = 0.73). 
ANOVA results for education level and the perceptions of intention to purchase 
revealed that for one of the dependant variables, namely intention to purchase PnP 
no name brands, significant differences were found between the four education 
groups. The diploma respondents had a higher mean score (x̄ =3.86) for intention to 
purchase PnP no name brands (p = 0.0009). Tukey HSD post-hoc test of intention to 
purchase PnP no name brand variable (see Table 5.17) showed for the Degree 
education level group it was significantly different from the Diploma group, with a 
medium practical implication (Cohen’s d = 0.55). 
ANOVA results for education level and the perceptions of brand perceptions 
revealed that for one of the dependent variables, namely intention to purchase PnP 
no name brands, significant differences were found between the four education 
groups. Tukey HSD post-hoc test of intention to purchase PnP no name brand 
variable (see Table 5.18) showed for the Degree education level group that it was 
significantly different from the Diploma group, with a small practical implication 
(Cohen’s d = 0.45). 
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h) How does the inter-relationship between the consumers’ perceptions of the 
three Pick n Pay private label brands relate to their intention to purchase? 
The theoretical framework to investigate the consumer’s perception of multiple Pick n 
Pay private label brands based on the consumer’s brand perceptions of the three 
private label brand concepts was presented in Chapter 3 (see Figure 3.3).  
The theoretical framework proposed the relationship between the three private label 
brand concepts’ brand perceptions and the consumer’s intention to purchase such 
brands. These proposed relationships were represented by the hypotheses H1, H2, 
and H3.  
Hypotheses would only be accepted if moderate positive correlations as indicated by 
a Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficient ≥ 0.4 (see Section 5.5.2) were 
achieved and practical significance obtained. Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 (H1, H2 and H3) 
correlation coefficients were greater than 0.4 and thus accepted (see Table 5.11).  
Furthermore, the theoretical framework proposed the relationships between brand 
perceptions amongst the three private label concepts, represented by hypotheses 
H4, H5, and H6. 
Pearson’s Product-Moment correlations were calculated to report on correlations 
between the independent (brand perception) variables of the three Pick n Pay private 
label brands. The result from the Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation analysis 
(see Table 5.11) indicated that significant statistical correlations (p < 0.05) were 
found among all three of the private label brand perceptions.  
Hypotheses would only be accepted if moderate positive correlations as indicated by 
a Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficient ≥ 0.4 (see Section 5.5.2) were 
achieved and practical significance obtained. Two hypotheses’ (H5, and H6) 
correlation coefficients were less than 0.4 and subsequently rejected. However, H4 
was accepted with r = 0.499 indicating a moderate positive correlation between the 
brand perception of PnP no name (generic private label) and the brand perception of 
PnP (classic private label). 
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The inter-relationship between the three private label brands intention to purchase 
was also proposed (H7, H8, and H9). However, hypotheses 7, 8, and 9 (H7, H8 and 
H9) were all rejected as their correlation coefficients were below 0.4.  
6.4 RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 
A summary of the hypotheses’ test results is presented in Table 6.2. 
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TABLE 6.2 
SUMMARY OF THE HYPOTHESES’ TEST RESULTS 
Hypotheses 
Pearson’s 
Product-
Momentum 
correlation 
Strength of 
relationship 
Hypothesis 
accepted or 
rejected 
H1: There is a statistical relationship between the 
brand perception of PnP no name (generic 
private label) and the intention to purchase the 
brand. 
0.537 Moderate 
positive 
Accepted 
H2: There is a statistical relationship between the 
brand perception of PnP (classic private label) 
and the intention to purchase the brand. 
0.576 Moderate 
positive 
Accepted 
H3: There is a statistical relationship between the 
brand perception of PnP Finest (premium private 
label) and the intention to purchase the brand. 
0.678 Strong 
positive 
Accepted 
H4: There is a statistical relationship between the 
brand perception of PnP no name (generic 
private label) and the brand perception of PnP 
(classic private label). 
0.499 Moderate 
positive 
Accepted 
H5: There is a statistical relationship between the 
brand perception of PnP no name (generic 
private label) and the brand perception of PnP 
Finest (premium private label). 
0.204 Weak  
positive 
Rejected 
H6: There is a statistical relationship between the 
brand perception of PnP (classic private label) 
and the brand perception of PnP Finest (premium 
private label). 
0.374 Weak  
positive 
Rejected 
H7: There is a statistical relationship between the 
intention to purchase PnP no name (generic 
private label) and the intention to purchase PnP 
(classic private label). 
0.357 Weak  
positive 
Rejected 
H8: There is a statistical relationship between the 
intention to purchase PnP no name (generic 
private label) and the brand perception of PnP 
Finest (premium private label). 
0.137 No      
positive 
Rejected 
H9: There is a statistical relationship between the 
intention to purchase PnP (classic private label) 
and the intention to purchase PnP Finest 
(premium private label). 
0.377 Weak  
positive 
Rejected 
Source: Researcher’s own construct 
All the Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficients as seen in Table 6.2 were 
above zero, indicating positive correlations among the respective variables. Four of 
the correlation coefficients were above 0.40 indicating moderate positive 
correlations.  As indicated in Chapter 5 (see Section 5.7), hypotheses would only be 
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accepted if a moderate positive correlation (r ≥ 0.4) was obtained. Further discussion 
of the hypotheses’ test results is found in Section 6.5. 
6.5 MAJOR FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON EMPIRICAL 
RESULTS 
In the section below the major findings pertaining to the demographic profile of the 
respondents are presented. Additionally, the findings of the statistical tests employed 
to achieve the research objectives as stated in Chapter 1 are provided. 
6.5.1 Demographic profile of the respondents 
The frequency table of the biographical and demographical data is presented in 
Annexure Seven. The analysis of the empirical survey’s demographic findings 
yielded the following results: 
 Majority of the respondents (63.5%) were female. 
 Majority of the respondents (69.1%) were between 18 and 29 years old. 
 Majority of the respondents (79.7%) were in possession of a diploma, degree, 
or post-graduate qualification. 
 Respondents varied with regard to their employment status, with the highest 
representation being that of students (55.2%), followed by full-time/self-
employed and part-time employed. 
 Of the 375 respondents, 200 (53.3%) earned ≤ R1 000 per month, 86 (22.9%) 
earned between R1 001 and R10 001 per month. 
 72.8% of the respondents were black, 16.8% were coloured and 5.3% white. 
From the demographic profile as highlighted, it can be concluded that the majority of 
respondents were young black diploma students earning less than R1 000 a month. 
The data obtained during the empirical survey could be regarded as meaningful to 
make recommendations as using a criterion-based sample of only respondents who 
had shopped at a Pick n Pay Store at least once within a month, participated in the 
survey. 
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6.5.2 Brand perceptions 
As defined in the conceptual framework presented in Chapter 3, the four brand 
association variables used by consumers to make brand quality judgements and 
thus form brand perceptions were: 
 advertising;  
 packaging; 
 price; and 
 overall brand quality.  
A measuring instrument is considered reliable when the research results emanating 
from these instruments can be repeated. Cronbach’s correlation coefficients were 
calculated to measure the internal consistency (reliability) of the multi-item scale. 
The results of the factor analysis of each of the three Pick n Pay private label brands’ 
brand perceptions yielded coefficients all greater than 0.5 with the strongest 
reliability being seen for Pick n Pay Finest brand (0.7). It can be assumed that the 
measuring instrument was reliable in measuring what it was supposed to measure. 
One of the items was eliminated across all three brands as it was shown to increase 
the reliability of the instrument. The item removed related to how familiar the 
respondent was with either brand (packaging). Based on the mean values (see 
Table 5.8), PnP no name brand and PnP brand were more in agreement about 
brand perceptions than PnP Finest label.  
A t-test was undertaken based on the brand perceptions of each of the three Pick n 
Pay private label brands to assess whether respondents’ perceptions of the items 
differed as a result of select demographics (Section 2 of the questionnaire), namely 
their gender. The t-test was conducted to compare the three Pick n Pay private label 
brands. The p-values in Table 5.12 illustrated that for the item, brand perception PnP 
Finest brand, male and female respondents differed significantly at a 5% significance 
level (p < 0.05). The mean score for males was slightly higher than that of the 
females (3.07 compared to 2.91). This illustrates that females were slightly less in 
agreement than males as to the brand perception of PnP Finest brand. Using the 
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guidelines previously mentioned (Section 5.6.1), the item’s Cohen’s d (0.30) 
indicated a small-effect size thus the practical importance of this finding is small. 
ANOVA was undertaken to determine whether the respondents’ brand perceptions 
towards the three Pick n Pay private label brands were influenced by the 
demographic variables of age and education level.  Pertaining to age, the results 
(see Table 5.14) showed that no significant differences were found between the five 
groups’ means. However, there was shown to be a significant difference between the 
four education groups and the dependent variable, brand perceptions of PnP no 
name brand. The Tukey HSD post-hoc test of brand perception of PnP no name 
brand (see Table 5.18) further revealed that for the Degree group there were 
significant differences from the Diploma group, but  with small practical implication 
(Cohen’s d = 0.45).  
The brand perception for each of the three Pick n Pay private label brands consisted 
of the brand association variables of advertising, packaging, price and overall quality 
(see Section 5.2.2). The following section reports the findings for each of these 
variables.   
a) Advertising 
Based on the frequencies (percentages) presented in Annexure Seven respondents 
were generally in agreement regarding the items relating to the advertising of PnP no 
name brand and that of PnP brand. However, they were in general disagreement 
about the brand perception items of advertising regarding the PnP Finest brand. 
Most respondents agreed (81%) with having seen an advertisement for PnP no 
name brand products. Respondents were also more in agreement (73.3%) that they 
had seen an advertisement for PnP brand products. However, respondents were 
more in disagreement (41.8%) with having seen an advertisement for PnP Finest. 
Ranked in order based on their means values for these items, PnP no name brand 
was first, second was PnP brand, and third PnP Finest brand. 
Respondents were more in agreement (59.4%) that PnP no name brand is heavily 
advertised in magazines, radio, or TV. Respondents were more in agreement 
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(54.4%) that PnP brand is heavily advertised in magazines, radio, or TV. However, 
respondents were more in disagreement (48.8%) that PnP Finest brand is heavily 
advertised in magazines, radio, or TV. Ranked in order based on their means values 
for these items, PnP no name brand was first, second was PnP brand, and third PnP 
Finest brand. 
Respondents were more in agreement that PnP brand has much advertising with 
47.7% in general agreement with the item. Respondents were more in agreement 
(39.2%) that PnP no name brand has much advertising. However, respondents were 
more in disagreement (49.4%) that PnP Finest has much advertising. Ranked in 
order based on their means values for these items, PnP brand was first, second was 
PnP no name brand, and third PnP Finest. 
b) Packaging 
Respondents were more in agreement (85.1%) that they are familiar with PnP no 
name brand’s packaging. Respondents were more in agreement (79.5%) that they 
are familiar with PnP brand’s packaging. However, respondents were less in 
agreement (48.6%) that they are familiar with PnP Finest brand’s packaging. Ranked 
in order based on their means values for these items, PnP no name brand was first, 
second was PnP brand, and third PnP Finest brand. 
Respondents were more in disagreement (83.2%) that they could not tell the PnP no 
name brand apart from other brands as their packages are very similar. 
Respondents were more in disagreement (77.1%) that they could not tell the PnP 
brand apart from other brands as their packages are very similar. Respondents were 
more in disagreement (71.5%) that they could not tell the PnP Finest brand apart 
from other brands as their packages are very similar.  Ranked in order from smallest 
to largest means values for these items, PnP no name brand was first, second was 
PnP brand, and third PnP Finest brand. 
Respondents were more in disagreement (75.7%) that PnP no name brand and 
other brands look very similar. Respondents were more in disagreement (66.6%) 
that PnP brand and other brands look very similar. Respondents were more in 
disagreement (65.1%) that PnP Finest brand and other brands look very similar.  
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Ranked in order from smallest to largest means values for these items, PnP no 
name brand was first, second was PnP brand, and third PnP Finest brand. 
c) Price 
Respondents were more in agreement (78.7%) that PnP no name has reasonable 
prices. Respondents were more in agreement (60.3%) that PnP has reasonable 
prices. However, respondents were mostly neutral (40.5%) that PnP Finest has 
reasonable prices. Ranked in order based on their means values for these items, 
PnP no name brand was first, second was PnP brand, and third PnP Finest brand. 
Respondents were more in agreement (50.1%) that PnP brand prices were 
competitive. Respondents were more in agreement (47%) that PnP no name brand 
prices were competitive. Respondents were more neutral (47.5%) that PnP Finest 
brand prices were competitive.  Ranked in order from smallest to largest means 
values for these items, PnP brand was first, second was PnP no name brand, and 
third PnP Finest brand. 
Respondents were more in disagreement (74.4%) that PnP no name brand is more 
expensive than average. Respondents were more in disagreement (46.2%) that PnP 
brand is more expensive than average. Respondents were more in agreement (40%) 
that PnP Finest brand is more expensive than average.  Ranked in order from 
smallest to largest means values for these items, PnP no name brand was first, 
second was PnP brand, and third PnP Finest brand. 
d) Overall brand quality 
Respondents were more in agreement (67.8%) that PnP Finest brand is of high 
quality. Respondents were more in agreement (58.6%) that PnP brand is of high 
quality. Respondents were more in agreement (42.6%) that no name is of high 
quality. Ranked in order based on their means values for these items, PnP Finest 
brand was first, second was PnP brand, and third PnP no name brand. 
Respondents were more in agreement (76.8%) that PnP brand offers good value. 
Respondents were more in agreement (67.2%) that PnP no name brand offers good 
141 
  
 
value. Respondents were more in agreement (59.2%) that PnP Finest brand offers 
good value.  Ranked in order from smallest to largest means values for these items, 
PnP brand was first, second was PnP no name brand, and third PnP Finest brand. 
Respondents were more in agreement (66.6%) that PnP brand fully satisfied their 
product needs. Respondents were more in agreement (60%) that PnP no name 
brand fully satisfied their product needs. Respondents were more in agreement 
(46.7%) that PnP Finest brand fully satisfied their product needs.  Ranked in order 
from smallest to largest means values for these items, PnP brand was first, second 
was PnP no name brand, and third PnP Finest brand. 
6.5.3 Intention to purchase 
Cronbach’s correlation coefficients were calculated to measure the internal 
consistency (reliability) of the multi-item scale. The measuring instruments relating to 
‘Intention to purchase yielded alpha coefficients of between 0.74 and 0.82 (see Table 
5.7). It can be assumed that the measuring instrument was reliable in measuring 
what it was supposed to measure. 
T-tests were conducted to compare the three Pick n Pay private label brands’ 
intention to purchase based on the numerical variables obtained from Section 1 of 
the questionnaire (see Annexure Seven for specific items). As illustrated by the p-
values in Table 5.13 for two of the items, namely intention to purchase PnP no name 
and intention to purchase PnP Finest, males and female respondents differed 
significantly at a 5% significance level (p < 0.05). For the intention to purchase PnP 
no name brands item the t-test showed a significant difference between males and 
females (p = 0.0265). Although the difference between the two means is small, 
females had the larger mean (3.81 compared to 3.64) which indicates that females 
were more in agreement with the statement of intention to purchase PnP no name 
brands. The item’s Cohen’s d is 0.24 meaning the result is of small practical 
importance. 
The t-test showed in Table 5.13 a significant difference between males and females 
(p = 0.0248) for the intention to purchase PnP Finest brands. Females were less in 
agreement than males with the statement of intention to purchase PnP Finest brand 
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as indicated by the differences in the means (3.23 compared to 3.02). The Cohen’s d 
for this item is 0.24 indicating it is of small practical importance. 
ANOVA was undertaken to determine whether the respondents’ intentions to 
purchase towards the three Pick n Pay private label brands were influenced by the 
demographic variables of age, education level and income level.  Relating to the 
respondents’ age, results (see Table 15.4) indicated that with the intention to 
purchase PNP Finest brand factor, significant differences were found between the 
five groups’ means. The significance level was 0.0321 (p = 0.0321), which is below 
0.05. 
Further analysis by means of a Tukey HSD post-hoc test of intention to purchase 
PnP Finest brand variable indicated that for the age group 50+ years it was 
significantly different from age group 18-29 years, with a medium practical 
importance (Cohen’s d = 0.59). Additionally, age group 50+ years was shown to be 
significantly different from age group 30-39 years, with a medium practical 
importance (Cohen’s d = 0.73). 
ANOVA results for the education level variable and the dependent variables of 
intention to purchase (see Table 5.16) showed that for one of the dependent 
variables, namely intention to purchase PnP no name brands, significant differences 
were found between the four education groups. A Tukey HSD post-hoc test was 
conducted and revealed that the Degree group was significantly different from the 
Diploma group, with a medium practical implication (Cohen’s d = 0.55).  
Based on the mean values (see Table 5.9), respondents were more in agreement 
with their intention to purchase PnP brand than PnP no name brands. The 
frequencies (percentages) presented in Annexure Seven indicated that respondents 
were more in agreement (76.6%) that they would consider purchasing PnP no name 
brands. Respondents were more in agreement (76.3%) that they would consider 
purchasing PnP brands. Respondents were more in agreement (57.6%) that they 
would consider purchasing PnP Finest brands. Ranked in order based on their 
means values for these items, PnP no name brand was first, second was PnP brand, 
and third PnP Finest brand. 
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Most respondents agreed (69.9%) to buying PnP no name brands. Respondents 
were also more in agreement (67.4%) to buying PnP no name brands. However, 
respondents were more in disagreement (47.5%) to buying PnP Finest. Ranked in 
order based on their means values for these items PnP brand was first, second was 
PnP no name brand, and third PnP Finest brand. 
Respondents were more in agreement (46.7%) that they look for PnP brand products 
when shopping. Respondents were more neutral (41.1%) that they look for PnP no 
name brand products when shopping. Respondents were more in disagreement 
(41.6%) that they look for PnP Finest brand products when shopping. Ranked in 
order based on their means values for these items PnP brand was first, second was 
PnP no name brand, and third PnP Finest brand. 
Respondents were more in agreement that their shopping cart contains PnP brand 
products with 52.5% in general agreement to the item. Respondents were more in 
agreement (45.1%) that their shopping cart contains PnP no name brand products. 
However, respondents were more in disagreement (50.7%) that their shopping cart 
contains PnP no name brand products. Ranked in order based on their means 
values for these items PnP brand was first, second was PnP no name brand, and 
third PnP Finest. 
Respondents were more in disagreement (89.4%) that they would never buy PnP no 
name brand products. Respondents were more in disagreement (85.1%) that they 
would never buy PnP brand products. Respondents were more in disagreement 
(66.2%) that they would never buy PnP Finest brand products. Ranked in order 
based on their means values for these items PnP no name brand was first, second 
was PnP brand, and third PnP Finest. 
6.5.4 Relationships between brand perception and intention to purchase 
In Section 5.5.2 the Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficients were 
calculated for the purpose of investigating the correlations between the three Pick n 
Pay private label brands’ brand perceptions and the intention to purchase the 
respective brands. The results of the analysis were presented in Table 5.11 and the 
findings discussed in Chapter 5. Nine hypotheses, as presented in Section 3.4, were 
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empirically tested utilising the results of the Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation 
coefficient (see Section 5.7). A summary of the hypotheses’ test results was 
presented in Table 6.2. 
As indicated on Table 6.2 all the Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficients 
were above zero, indicating positive correlations among the respective variables. 
One of the Pearson’s correlation coefficients was above 0.61 indicating a strong 
positive correlation; three Pearson’s correlation coefficients were above 0.41 
indicating moderate positive correlations; and the remaining five Pearson’s 
correlation coefficients were below 0.41 indicating weak correlations. 
The Pearson’s Product-Moment correlation coefficients of the relationship between 
each of the three Pick n Pay private label brands’ brand perception and their 
respective intention to purchase were above 0.4 indicating moderate to strong 
relationships. The strength of the relationship between the brand perception of PnP 
Finest and the intention to purchase the brand was strongest of all the relationships 
with a reported Pearson’s correlation coefficient of 0.678 indicating a strong positive 
correlation. The second strongest correlation between the brand perception and 
intention to purchase the brand was in relation to PnP brand, as indicated by a 
Pearson’s correlation coefficient of 0.576. The weakest relationship between the 
brand perception and intention to purchase the brand was in relation to PnP no 
name brand. 
The strength of the relationships between the brand perceptions of each of the three 
Pick n Pay private label brands varied from moderate to weak positive correlations. 
The strongest correlation among the three Pick n Pay brand perceptions was in 
relation to the brand perception of PnP no name brands and that of PnP brand. The 
Pearson’s correlation coefficient of 0.499 indicated a moderate positive correlation. 
The second strongest relationship between the brand perceptions of the three Pick n 
Pay private labels was that of PnP brand and PnP Finest, with a Pearson’s 
correlation coefficient of 0.374 indicating a weak positive relationship. Between PnP 
no name brand and PnP Finest brand the weakest relationship among the brand 
perceptions of the brands was reported with a Pearson’s correlation coefficient of 
0.204. 
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Weak positive correlations were reported between the intention to purchase factor 
among the three Pick n Pay brands. The weakest relationship was that of the 
relationship between the intention to purchase PnP no name and intention to 
purchase PnP Finest brand. The low Pearson’s correlations coefficient of 0.137 
indicated no positive relationship between the two factors existed. The strongest of 
the relationship among the various intention to purchase factors was held by the 
relationship between the intention to purchase PnP brand and intention to purchase 
PnP Finest brand. The 0.377 Pearson’s correlation coefficient indicated a weak 
positive relationship amongst the two factors.   
6.6 CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE STUDY 
Through this study, a number of contributions in line with the purpose of the research 
are evident. Ranging from the literature overview, the research methodology to the 
research findings these contributions are presented below. 
The first contribution of the research was in terms of the literature overview of 
brands, and the consumer perceptions and intention to purchase thereof. Based on 
the research into the definitions of brands, in particular that of the recent 
developments in private label brands, it was concluded that through private labels 
evolutionary generations three distinct private label brand concepts had emerged, 
namely: generic private label brands, classic private label brands, and premium 
private label brands. Furthermore, it was concluded that the consumers’ perceptions 
of these private labels brands were based on their brand associations with the 
specific private label brand concept that would ultimately influence their intention to 
purchase. The outcome of the literature overview was a combining of private label 
brand concepts, consumer brand perceptions and consumer intention to purchase as 
illustrated in Figure 2.3. 
The development of a measuring instrument that proved to be both valid and reliable 
constituted the second contribution of the research. The measuring instrument 
assisted in the investigation of the consumer perceptions of the three private label 
brands at Pick n Pay Stores and could be used by other researchers to investigate 
consumer perceptions of private label brands in other settings. 
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A third contribution of the study was the development of a framework (see Figure 
3.2) through which to investigate the relationships between the consumer brand 
perceptions of the three private label brand concepts held by Pick n Pay Stores and 
intention to purchase. All aspects of the framework were investigated and it was 
found that there was very little research on retailers employing multiple private label 
brand concepts simultaneously and the inter-relationships between these brands. 
The framework was developed to show the current consumer perceptions of multiple 
private label brands held by Pick n Pay Stores. With the framework having been 
empirically tested, it could be used in its existing or an adapted format by other 
researchers for inquiry into consumer perceptions of multiple private label brand 
concepts held by another retailer. 
The fourth contribution of the research is based on the results that were generated 
by an empirical survey. The subsequent findings lead to recommendations on how 
retail marketing managers should understand the co-relationships that exist between 
the multiple private label brand concepts to ensure the desired consumer perception 
thereof. 
In the study, various aspects of the consumer perceptions of the three private label 
brand concepts offered by Pick n Pay were researched, for example, the different 
positioning strategies of the three private label brand concepts, and the favourable 
brand perceptions which result in intention to purchase such brands. However, there 
was little research focusing on describing the relationships amongst the three private 
label brand concepts offered simultaneously by one retailer. Consumers are no 
longer being presented with a single private label brand, but individual grocery 
retailers now offer multiple private label brands (private label brand concepts) under 
one retailer. The result of multiple private label brands being offered by one retailer is 
contributing to an increase in consumer buyer involvement when it comes to the 
purchasing of such private labels brands. Thus it was by developing the framework 
to investigate the consumer perceptions of the multiple private label brand concepts 
offered by Pick n Pay that the research attempted to address this gap. 
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Further implications are noted as follows: 
 Implications for marketing theory 
Marketing theory has not kept abreast of the current developments in private label 
brand concepts but only as far as to address the concept as a strategic brand 
positioning activity. The development of the framework in this study could be seen as 
the start of the development of further theory through stimulating debate and 
theorising. Research on the consumer perceptions of brands has been a topic of 
discussion for many years but it is the consumer’s perception of multiple private label 
brand concepts offered by a singular retailer simultaneously that is lacking in 
marketing textbooks.  
 Implications for marketing practice 
Strategic brand management plays an important role in most retail businesses 
across all sectors of the business world. With the framework being tested empirically 
by means of a paper and online-based questionnaire, the results of the framework 
could prompt senior managers to think and thus act differently as a result of new 
insights gained. 
6.7 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY AND FUTURE RESEARCH AREAS 
Section 6.7.1 presents the limitations identified in the current study, followed by 
recommendations of areas for future research. 
6.7.1 Limitations of the study 
The first limitation pertains to the research design Both a paper and an online-based 
questionnaire were used. With a paper-based survey, the respondents were afforded 
the opportunity to have any questions in the survey that they might have trouble 
interpreting elaborated upon by the survey distributor. The correct sampling of the 
population was also ensured by having the administrators of the survey thoroughly 
briefed on who qualified to take part in the survey. In the case of the internet-survey, 
there is always the possibility that the intended respondents do not complete the 
survey themselves. 
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A further limitation relating to the sample was that of the online-based questionnaire 
being disseminated via the Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University email database. 
The sample population would thus be that of NMMU students. However, the paper-
based questionnaires were disseminated among the general population of Port 
Elizabeth. 
6.7.2 Future research areas 
Possible future research areas with the potential for expanding the current study are 
as follows: 
 All the respondents resided in Port Elizabeth. It could be proposed that the 
perceptions of consumers towards the three Pick n Pay private label brands 
varied based on their geographical location in South Africa. Thus future 
research on a broader geographic area could be warranted. 
  
 A mall intercept method at a select set of Pick n Pay stores would yield further 
insight into consumer perceptions of multiple Pick n Pay private label brands 
as it would allow for the potential to investigate and compare any store 
specific differences. Such insights would assist managers in identifying further 
environmental factors affecting consumer perceptions. 
 
 The framework for the research in this study focused on a select set of brand 
associations that constituted the brand perception factor. Future studies 
should also investigate other possible aspects of consumer brand 
perceptions. 
 
 The focus of this study was to investigate the consumer perceptions of the 
three private label brands at Pick n Pay Stores. Besides Pick n Pay Stores 
stocking its own three private label brands they stock a large number of 
manufacturer brands. Thus it could be questioned whether the consumers’ 
brand perceptions and intention to purchase any of the private label brands 
were subject to additional influences than those of the competing brands. 
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Considering this specific question could offer an interesting opportunity for 
further research. 
6.8 CONCLUDING REMARKS 
Much has been written on consumer perceptions of private label brands, however 
very little research has been conducted to investigate the relationships between the 
multiple private label brand concepts being simultaneously offered by one retailer. 
This study suggests that the occurrence of multiple private label brand concepts 
being offered by the retailer Pick n Pay Stores warranted further investigation. The 
proposed framework was based on the current theoretical concepts of private label 
brand concepts, consumer brand perceptions and intention to purchase. The 
framework investigated the relationship amongst the concepts for each of the three 
Pick n Pay private label brands currently offered by the store, namely PnP no name; 
PnP; and PnP Finest. The proposed framework was intended to shed light on the 
interactions between the private label concepts to allow for meaningful strategic 
branding decisions to be made at senior business levels. In addition to the 
framework lending itself to further developments in marketing practice, the potential 
for developments in marketing theory can also be explored. 
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ANNEXURE ONE: MEASURING INSTRUMENT (PAPER BASED) 
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INSTRUCTIONS: 
In this, Part 1 of the questionnaire, please indicate your response to the questions on the 5-point 
scale by crossing the appropriate box.  (1) indicates that you strongly disagree and (5) indicates that 
you strongly agree with the given statements. Attempt to answer all the questions. 
1. Consumer perceptions 
a)Questions 1 to 17 are related to the   brand. 
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1 
 brand is heavily advertised in magazines, 
radio, or TV.  
1 2 3 4 5 
2 I buy   brand 1 2 3 4 5 
3  offers good value 1 2 3 4 5 
4  has reasonable prices 1 2 3 4 5 
5 
My shopping cart contains  brand 
products 
1 2 3 4 5 
6  is of high quality.  1 2 3 4 5 
7 
I would never buy  brand. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8 
I have seen an advertisement for   
products. 
1 2 3 4 5 
9 
I cannot tell  brand apart from other 
brands as packages are very similar.” 
1 2 3 4 5 
10  prices are competitive 1 2 3 4 5 
11 I am familiar with ’s packaging 1 2 3 4 5 
12 I would consider purchasing  brand 1 2 3 4 5 
13  is more expensive than average. 1 2 3 4 5 
14  and other brands look very similar. 1 2 3 4 5 
15 There is a lot of advertising for   1 2 3 4 5 
16  brand fully satisfies my product needs 1 2 3 4 5 
17 I look for  brand when I go shopping 1 2 3 4 5 
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(b) Questions 18 to 34 are related to the   brand. 
 
 
1
: S
tr
o
n
gl
y 
D
is
ag
re
e
 
2
: D
is
ag
re
e
 
3
: N
eu
tr
al
 
4
: A
gr
e
e
 
5
: S
tr
o
n
gl
y 
ag
re
e
 
18 
 brand is heavily advertised in magazines, 
radio, or TV.  
1 2 3 4 5 
19 I buy   brand 1 2 3 4 5 
20  offers good value 1 2 3 4 5 
21  has reasonable prices 1 2 3 4 5 
22 My shopping cart contains  brand products 1 2 3 4 5 
23  is of high quality.  1 2 3 4 5 
24 I would never buy  brand. 1 2 3 4 5 
25 I have seen an advertisement for   products. 1 2 3 4 5 
26 
I cannot tell  brand apart from other brands as 
packages are very similar.” 
1 2 3 4 5 
27  prices are competitive 1 2 3 4 5 
28 I am familiar with ’s packaging 1 2 3 4 5 
29 I would consider purchasing  brand 1 2 3 4 5 
30  is more expensive than average. 1 2 3 4 5 
31  and other brands look very similar. 1 2 3 4 5 
32 There is a lot of advertising for   1 2 3 4 5 
33  brand fully satisfies my product needs 1 2 3 4 5 
34 I look for  brand when I go shopping 1 2 3 4 5 
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(c) Questions 35 to 51 are related to the  brand. 
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35  brand is heavily advertised in magazines, 
radio, or TV.  
1 2 3 4 5 
36 I buy   brand 1 2 3 4 5 
37  offers good value 1 2 3 4 5 
38  has reasonable prices 1 2 3 4 5 
39 My shopping cart contains  brand products 1 2 3 4 5 
40  is of high quality.  1 2 3 4 5 
41 I would never buy  brand. 1 2 3 4 5 
42 I have seen an advertisement for   products. 1 2 3 4 5 
43 I cannot tell  brand apart from other brands 
as packages are very similar.” 
1 2 3 4 5 
44  prices are competitive 1 2 3 4 5 
45 I am familiar with ’s packaging 1 2 3 4 5 
46 I would consider purchasing  brand 1 2 3 4 5 
47  is more expensive than average. 1 2 3 4 5 
48  and other brands look very similar. 1 2 3 4 5 
49 There is a lot of advertising for   1 2 3 4 5 
50  brand fully satisfies my product needs 1 2 3 4 5 
51 I look for  brand when I go shopping 1 2 3 4 5 
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2. Biographical 
 
52. Gender  
 Male 1 
 Female 2 
 
 
54. Education level  
 High school or less 1 
 Diploma 2 
 Degree 3 
 Post-graduate  studies 4 
 
 
56. Monthly income  
 Less than, or equal to R1 000 1 
 R1 001 to R10 000 2 
 R10 001 to R20 000 3 
 R20 001 to R30 000 4 
 R30 001 to R40 000 5 
 R40 001 or more 6 
 
 
 
58. Which suburb do you currently live 
in? 
 
 
 
 
THANK YOU for your time. 
  
53. Age  
 18 to 29 yrs. 1 
 30 to 39 yrs. 2 
 40 to 49 yrs. 3 
 50+ yrs. 4 
   
55. Employment  
 Homemaker 1 
 Full-time/ self-employed 2 
 Part-time/other 3 
 Student 4 
 Retired 5 
 Unemployed 6 
57. Race (OPTIONAL QUESTION)  
 White 1 
 Black 2 
 Coloured 3 
 Indian 4 
 Other 5 
59. Which Pick n Pay store, if any, would you 
most likely choose to do most of your 
shopping at? 
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ANNEXURE TWO: MEASURING INSTRUMENT (ONLINE) 
Pick n Pay's Private label brands 
The Department of Business Management at Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University of 
Port Elizabeth is investigating the consumer perceptions of Pick n Pay’s private label brands, 
namely: 
 the  brand; 
 the  brand;                  
 and  brand.      
You are part of our selected sample and we would appreciate it if you could answer a few 
questions. It should not take more than 5 minutes of your time.  
 
 
SECTION 1(a) 
 
The following questions relate to  brand. 
  
 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
PnP no name brand is heavily advertised in magazines, radio, or TV.  
     
I buy PnP no name brand  
     
PnP no name offers good value  
     
PnP no name has reasonable prices  
     
My shopping cart contains PnP no name brand products  
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PnP no name is of high quality  
     
I would never buy PnP no name brand  
     
I have seen an advertisement for PnP no name products  
     
I cannot tell PnP no name brand apart from other brands as the packaging 
is very similar  
     
PnP no nameprices are competitive  
     
I am familiar with PnP no name's packaging  
     
I would consider purchasing PnP no name brand  
     
PnP no name is more expensive than average  
     
PnP no name and other brands look very similar  
     
There is a lot of advertising for PnP no name  
     
PnP no name brand fully satisfies my product needs  
     
I look for PnP no name brand when I go shopping  
     
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION 1(b) 
The following questions relate to  brand 
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Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
PnP brand is heavily advertised in magazines, radio, or TV.  
     
I buy PnP brand  
     
PnP offers good value  
     
PnP has reasonable prices  
     
My shopping cart contains PnP brand products  
     
PnP is of high quality  
     
I would never buy PnP brand  
     
I have seen an advertisement for PnP products  
     
I cannot tell PnP brand apart from other brands as the packaging is very 
similar  
     
PnP prices are competitive  
     
I am familiar with PnP's packaging  
     
I would consider purchasing PnP brand  
     
PnP is more expensive than average  
     
PnP and other brands look very similar  
     
There is a lot of advertising for PnP  
     
PnP brand fully satisfies my product needs  
     
I look for PnP brand when I go shopping  
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SECTION 1(c) 
 
The following questions relate to  brand 
 
 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
PnP Finest brand is heavily advertised in magazines, radio, or TV.  
     
I buy PnP Finest brand  
     
PnP Finest offers good value  
     
PnP Finest has reasonable prices  
     
My shopping cart contains PnP Finest brand products  
     
PnP Finest is of high quality  
     
I would never buy PnP Finest brand  
     
I have seen an advertisement for PnP Finest products  
     
I cannot tell PnP Finest brand apart from other brands as the packaging is 
very similar  
     
PnP Finest prices are competitive  
     
I am familiar with PnP Finest's packaging  
     
I would consider purchasing PnP Finest brand  
     
PnP Finest is more expensive than average  
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PnP Finest and other brands look very similar  
     
There is a lot of advertising for PnP Finest  
     
PnP Finest brand fully satisfies my product needs  
     
I look for PnP Finest brand when I go shopping  
     
 
 
SECTION 2 
 
Please complete your biographical details. 
Gender: 
 1::Male   
 2::Female  
  
 
Age: 
 1:: 18 to 29 years.   
 2:: 30 to 39 years.   
 3:: 40 to 49 years.   
 4:: 50+ years.   
 
 
Education level: 
 1::High school or less.   
 2::Diploma   
 3::Degree   
 4::Post-graduate degree   
 
Employment: 
 1::Homemaker   
 2::Full-time/ self-employed   
 3::Part-time/ other   
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 4::Student   
 5::Retired   
 6::Unemployed   
 
Monthly income: 
 1::Less than, or equal to R1000   
 2::R1 001 to R10 000   
 3::R10 001 to R20 000   
 4::R20 001 to R30 000   
 5::R30 001 to R40 000   
 6::R40 001 or more   
 
Race (optional question): 
 1::White   
 2::Black   
 3::Coloured   
 4::India   
 5::Other   
 No answer   
 
Which suburb do you live in? 
Choose...
 
 
Which Pick n Pay store, if any, would you most likely choose to do most of your 
shopping at? 
 
 
Thank you for your time in completing this questionnaire. 
 
  
Submit Questionnaire 
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ANNEXURE THREE: PILOT STUDY: SURVEY COVERING LETTER 
 
DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS MANAGEMENT 
Tel. +27 (0)41 504 3733   Fax. +27 (0)41 504 3744 
andrew.marriott@nmmu.ac.za 
DATE: PILOT STUDY 1 
Dear respondent 
The department of Business Management at Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University of Port Elizabeth is 
investigating the consumer perceptions of Pick n Pay’s private label brands, namely: 
o the PnP no name brand;  
o the PnP brand;    
o and PnP Finest brand.    
You are part of our selected sample and we would appreciate it if you could answer a few questions. It should 
not take more than 5 minutes of your time. Describe your experiences as accurately as possible. 
This questionnaire consists of two parts, namely:  
o Part 1: Consumer perceptions.  
o Part 2: Biographical and general questions. 
Please be sure to answer both parts of the questionnaire. There are no correct or incorrect answers. For each 
statement, cross the number that best describes your experience. Cross only one answer for each statement. 
Please be assured that all your responses will be treated with the utmost confidentiality and anonymity. 
The NMMU Ethics clearance number for this questionnaire is:   
Your assistance will be greatly appreciated.  If you have any queries, please feel free to contact us. 
Yours sincerely, 
Prof Miemie Struwig (Supervisor)   Mr Andrew Marriott  (Researcher) 
    
Please DO NOT take part in this survey if you are one of the following 
o Under the age of 18 years,  
o Older than 60 years, 
o Handicapped (e.g. mentally or physically), 
o Socially/economically disadvantaged. 
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ANNEXURE FOUR: MAIN STUDY: SURVEY COVERING LETTER 
 
DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS MANAGEMENT 
Tel. +27 (0)41 504 3733   Fax. +27 (0)41 504 
3744 
andrew.marriott@nmmu.ac.za 
DATE: March 2014 
Dear respondent 
The department of Business Management at Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University of Port Elizabeth is 
investigating the consumer perceptions of Pick n Pay’s private label brands, namely: 
o the PnP no name brand;  
o the PnP brand;    
o and PnP Finest brand.    
You are part of our selected sample and we would appreciate it if you could answer a few questions. It should 
not take more than 5 minutes of your time. Describe your experiences as accurately as possible. 
This questionnaire consists of two parts, namely:  
o Part 1: Consumer perceptions.  
o Part 2: Biographical and general questions. 
Please be sure to answer both parts of the questionnaire. There are no correct or incorrect answers. For each 
statement, cross the number that best describes your experience. Cross only one answer for each statement. 
Please be assured that all your responses will be treated with the utmost confidentiality and anonymity. 
Your assistance will be greatly appreciated.  If you have any queries, please feel free to contact us. 
Yours sincerely, 
Prof Miemie Struwig   Mr Andrew Marriott   
   
Please DO NOT take  part in this survey if you are one of the following 
o Under the age of 18 years,  
o Older than 60 years, 
o Handicapped (e.g. mentally or physically), 
o Socially/economically disadvantaged. 
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ANNEXURE FIVE: FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESULTS OF 
QUESTIONNAIRE BY PERCENTAGE 
1. Consumer perceptions 
(a) Questions 1 to 17 are related to the   brand. 
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1  brand is heavily advertised in magazines, radio, or TV.  5.1 13.6 21.9 33.3 26.1 
2 I buy   brand 3.5 9.1 20.0 46.1 21.3 
3  offers good value 1.1 4.0 27.7 44.0 23.2 
4  has reasonable prices 1.9 3.5 16.0 44.0 34.7 
5 My shopping cart contains  brand products 6.9 12.3 35.7 30.7 14.4 
6  is of high quality.  4.0 16.0 37.3 30.9 11.7 
7 I would never buy  brand. 60.3 29.1 6.4 1.9 2.4 
8 I have seen an advertisement for   products. 3.5 4.8 10.7 39.7 41.3 
9 I cannot tell  brand apart from other brands as packages are very 
similar.” 
52.5 30.7 7.5 6.1 3.2 
10  prices are competitive 5.3 13.9 33.9 36.3 10.7 
11 I am familiar with ’s packaging 3.2 3.7 8.0 41.1 44.0 
12 I would consider purchasing  brand 2.9 5.9 14.7 44.3 32.3 
13  is more expensive than average. 38.9 35.5 16.8 6.7 2.1 
14  and other brands look very similar. 35.7 40.0 12.8 9.1 2.4 
15 There is a lot of advertising for   4.8 22.4 33.6 27.2 12.0 
16  brand fully satisfies my product needs 0.8 9.9 29.3 39.5 20.5 
17 I look for  brand when I go shopping 5.1 15.7 41.1 24.3 13.9 
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(b) Questions 18 to 34 are related to the   brand. 
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18 
 brand is heavily advertised in magazines, radio, or TV.  
5.3 16.3 24.0 34.9 19.5 
19 
I buy   brand 
2.4 11.5 16.3 49.1 20.8 
20 
 offers good value 
0.3 1.6 21.3 51.2 25.6 
21 
 has reasonable prices 
1.6 6.1 32.0 44.0 16.3 
22 My shopping cart contains  brand products 6.1 11.7 29.6 39.7 12.8 
23 
 is of high quality.  
2.9 9.3 29.1 38.1 20.5 
24 I would never buy  brand. 50.4 34.7 7.7 5.1 2.1 
25 I have seen an advertisement for   products. 4.0 9.3 13.3 41.3 32.0 
26 
I cannot tell  brand apart from other brands as packages are very similar.” 
42.7 34.4 10.9 9.1 2.9 
27 
 prices are competitive 
4.8 7.5 37.6 38.9 11.2 
28 
I am familiar with ’s packaging 
2.9 5.6 12.0 46.4 33.1 
29 
I would consider purchasing  brand 
2.7 4.5 16.5 49.1 27.2 
30 
 is more expensive than average. 
19.5 26.7 34.7 14.4 4.8 
31  and other brands look very similar. 27.7 38.9 20.3 10.7 2.4 
32 
There is a lot of advertising for   
3.2 14.7 34.4 32.8 14.9 
33 
 brand fully satisfies my product needs 
0.3 5.3 27.7 42.1 24.5 
34 
I look for  brand when I go shopping 
4.0 13.6 35.7 29.9 16.8 
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(c) Questions 35 to 51 are related to the  brand. 
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35 
 brand is heavily advertised in magazines, radio, or TV.  
20.3 28.5 22.1 17.3 11.7 
36 
I buy   brand 
16.8 30.7 23.7 22.4 6.4 
37 
 offers good value 
3.2 5.3 32.3 32.8 26.4 
38 
 has reasonable prices 
9.1 15.7 40.5 26.9 7.7 
39 
My shopping cart contains  brand products 
17.9 32.8 25.1 17.3 6.9 
40  is of high quality.  2.1 3.2 26.9 27.5 40.3 
41 I would never buy  brand. 32.3 33.9 25.9 5.1 2.9 
42 I have seen an advertisement for   products. 14.1 27.7 20.5 24.3 13.3 
43 I cannot tell  brand apart from other brands as packages are very 
similar.” 
37.9 33.6 15.7 9.1 3.7 
44 
 prices are competitive 
6.9 9.6 47.5 27.7 8.3 
45 
I am familiar with ’s packaging 
9.1 20.8 21.6 34.7 13.9 
46 
I would consider purchasing  brand 
6.1 9.3 26.9 40.8 16.8 
47 
 is more expensive than average. 
8.3 14.9 36.8 21.9 18.1 
48 
 and other brands look very similar. 
27.2 37.9 23.5 9.1 2.4 
49 
There is a lot of advertising for   
18.7 30.7 29.9 17.1 3.7 
50 
 brand fully satisfies my product needs 
5.9 12.8 34.7 29.6 17.1 
51 
I look for  brand when I go shopping 
18.1 23.5 33.1 15.7 9.6 
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2. Biographical 
52. Gender  
 Male 36.5 
 Female 63.5 
 
 
54. Education level  
 High school or less 20.3 
 Diploma 55.7 
 Degree 16.5 
 Post-graduate  studies 7.5 
 
 
56. Monthly income  
 Less than, or equal to R1 000 53.3 
 R1 001 to R10 000 22.9 
 R10 001 to R20 000 17.9 
 R20 001 to R30 000 2.7 
 R30 001 to R40 000 1.9 
 R40 001 or more 1.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
53. Age  
 18 to 29 yrs. 69.1 
 30 to 39 yrs. 10.7 
 40 to 49 yrs. 14.1 
 50 to 59 yrs. 5.6 
 60+ yrs. 0.5 
55. Employment  
 Homemaker 2.7 
 Full-time/ self-employed 28.8 
 Part-time/other 8.8 
 Student 55.2 
 Retired 1.3 
 Unemployed 3.2 
57. Race (OPTIONAL QUESTION)  
 White 5.3 
 Black 72.8 
 Coloured 16.8 
 Indian 0.8 
 Other 4.3 
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ANNEXURE SIX: FREQUENCY TABLES, MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
FOR SECTION 1 OF QUESTIONNAIRE (BRAND PERCEPTIONS AND 
INTENTION TO PURCHASE) 
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% % % % % 
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PnP no name brand is heavily advertised in magazines, radio, or TV.  375 3.62 1.16 5.1 13.6 21.9 33.3 26.1 
2 I buy  PnP no name brand 375 3.73 1.01 3.5 9.1 20.0 46.1 21.3 
3 PnP no name offers good value 375 3.84 0.86 1.1 4.0 27.7 44.0 23.2 
4 PnP no name has reasonable prices 375 4.06 0.90 1.9 3.5 16.0 44.0 34.7 
5 My shopping cart contains PnP no name brand products 375 3.33 1.08 6.9 12.3 35.7 30.7 14.4 
6 PnP no name is of high quality.  375 3.30 1.00 4.0 16.0 37.3 30.9 11.7 
7 I would never buy PnP no name brand. 375 1.57 0.88 60.3 29.1 6.4 1.9 2.4 
8 I have seen an advertisement for PnP no name  products. 375 4.11 1.01 3.5 4.8 10.7 39.7 41.3 
9 
I cannot tell PnP no name brand apart from other brands as packages are very 
similar.” 
375 1.77 1.04 52.5 30.7 7.5 6.1 3.2 
10 PnP no name prices are competitive 375 3.33 1.02 5.3 13.9 33.9 36.3 10.7 
11 I am familiar with PnP no name’s packaging 375 4.19 0.96 3.2 3.7 8.0 41.1 44.0 
12 I would consider purchasing PnP no name brand 375 3.97 0.98 2.9 5.9 14.7 44.3 32.3 
13 PnP no name is more expensive than average. 375 1.98 1.01 38.9 35.5 16.8 6.7 2.1 
14 PnP no name and other brands look very similar. 375 2.02 1.03 35.7 40.0 12.8 9.1 2.4 
15 There is a lot of advertising for  PnP no name 375 3.19 1.06 4.8 22.4 33.6 27.2 12.0 
16 PnP no name brand fully satisfies my product needs 375 3.69 0.93 0.8 9.9 29.3 39.5 20.5 
17 I look for PnP no name brand when I go shopping 375 3.26 1.04 5.1 15.7 41.1 24.3 13.9 
18 
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PnP brand is heavily advertised in magazines, radio, or TV.  375 3.47 1.13 5.3 16.3 24.0 34.9 19.5 
19 I buy  PnP brand 375 3.74 0.99 2.4 11.5 16.3 49.1 20.8 
20 PnP offers good value 375 4.00 0.75 0.3 1.6 21.3 51.2 25.6 
21 PnP has reasonable prices 375 3.67 0.88 1.6 6.1 32.0 44.0 16.3 
22 My shopping cart contains PnP brand products 375 3.41 1.05 6.1 11.7 29.6 39.7 12.8 
23 PnP is of high quality.  375 3.64 1.00 2.9 9.3 29.1 38.1 20.5 
24 I would never buy PnP brand. 375 1.74 0.95 50.4 34.7 7.7 5.1 2.1 
25 I have seen an advertisement for PnP  products. 375 3.88 1.08 4.0 9.3 13.3 41.3 32.0 
26 I cannot tell PnP brand apart from other brands as packages are very similar.” 375 1.95 1.08 42.7 34.4 10.9 9.1 2.9 
27 PnP prices are competitive 375 3.44 0.95 4.8 7.5 37.6 38.9 11.2 
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I am familiar with PnP’s packaging 375 4.01 0.97 2.9 5.6 12.0 46.4 33.1 
29 I would consider purchasing PnP brand 375 3.94 0.93 2.7 4.5 16.5 49.1 27.2 
30 PnP is more expensive than average. 375 2.58 1.10 19.5 26.7 34.7 14.4 4.8 
31 PnP and other brands look very similar. 375 2.21 1.04 27.7 38.9 20.3 10.7 2.4 
32 There is a lot of advertising for  PnP 375 3.42 1.01 3.2 14.7 34.4 32.8 14.9 
33 PnP brand fully satisfies my product needs 375 3.85 0.86 0.3 5.3 27.7 42.1 24.5 
34 I look for PnP brand when I go shopping 375 3.42 1.05 4.0 13.6 35.7 29.9 16.8 
35 
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PnP Finest brand is heavily advertised in magazines, radio, or TV.  375 2.72 1.29 20.3 28.5 22.1 17.3 11.7 
36 I buy  PnP Finest brand 375 2.71 1.17 16.8 30.7 23.7 22.4 6.4 
37 PnP Finest offers good value 375 3.74 1.01 3.2 5.3 32.3 32.8 26.4 
38 PnP Finest has reasonable prices 375 3.09 1.05 9.1 15.7 40.5 26.9 7.7 
39 My shopping cart contains PnP Finest brand products 375 2.63 1.17 17.9 32.8 25.1 17.3 6.9 
40 PnP Finest is of high quality.  375 4.01 1.00 2.1 3.2 26.9 27.5 40.3 
41 I would never buy PnP Finest brand. 375 2.13 1.02 32.3 33.9 25.9 5.1 2.9 
42 I have seen an advertisement for PnP Finest  products. 375 2.95 1.27 14.1 27.7 20.5 24.3 13.3 
43 
I cannot tell PnP Finest brand apart from other brands as packages are very 
similar.” 
375 2.07 1.11 37.9 33.6 15.7 9.1 3.7 
44 PnP Finest prices are competitive 375 3.21 0.97 6.9 9.6 47.5 27.7 8.3 
45 I am familiar with PnP Finest’s packaging 375 3.23 1.19 9.1 20.8 21.6 34.7 13.9 
46 I would consider purchasing PnP Finest brand 375 3.53 1.07 6.1 9.3 26.9 40.8 16.8 
47 PnP Finest is more expensive than average. 375 3.27 1.16 8.3 14.9 36.8 21.9 18.1 
48 PnP Finest and other brands look very similar. 375 2.22 1.02 27.2 37.9 23.5 9.1 2.4 
49 There is a lot of advertising for  PnP Finest 375 2.57 1.09 18.7 30.7 29.9 17.1 3.7 
50 PnP Finest brand fully satisfies my product needs 375 3.39 1.09 5.9 12.8 34.7 29.6 17.1 
51 I look for PnP Finest brand when I go shopping 375 2.75 1.20 18.1 23.5 33.1 15.7 9.6 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
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ANNEXURE SEVEN: FREQUENCY TABLES, MEANS AND STANDARD 
DEVIATIONS FOR SECTION 1 OF QUESTIONNAIRE (GROUPED) 
 
 
 
N Mean 
St
an
d
ar
d
 D
e
vi
at
io
n
 
St
ro
n
gl
y 
D
is
ag
re
e 
D
is
ag
re
e 
N
e
u
tr
al
 
 A
gr
e
e 
 S
tr
o
n
gl
y 
ag
re
e 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 % % % % % 
A
D
V
ER
TI
SI
N
G
 
1 
P
IC
K
 n
 
P
A
Y
 N
O
 
N
A
M
E 
B
R
A
N
D
 PnP no name brand is heavily advertised in magazines, radio, 
or TV.  
375 3.62 1.16 5.1 13.6 21.9 33.3 26.1 
8 I have seen an advertisement for PnP no name  products. 375 4.11 1.01 3.5 4.8 10.7 39.7 41.3 
15 There is a lot of advertising for  PnP no name 375 3.19 1.06 4.8 22.4 33.6 27.2 12.0 
18 
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 PnP brand is heavily advertised in magazines, radio, or TV.  375 3.47 1.13 5.3 16.3 24.0 34.9 19.5 
25 I have seen an advertisement for PnP  products. 375 3.88 1.08 4.0 9.3 13.3 41.3 32.0 
32 There is a lot of advertising for  PnP 375 3.42 1.01 3.2 14.7 34.4 32.8 14.9 
35 
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 PnP Finest brand is heavily advertised in magazines, radio, or 
TV.  
375 2.72 1.29 20.3 28.5 22.1 17.3 11.7 
42 I have seen an advertisement for PnP Finest  products. 375 2.95 1.27 14.1 27.7 20.5 24.3 13.3 
49 There is a lot of advertising for  PnP Finest 375 2.57 1.09 18.7 30.7 29.9 17.1 3.7 
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 I cannot tell PnP no name brand apart from other brands as 
packages are very similar.” 
375 1.77 1.04 52.5 30.7 7.5 6.1 3.2 
11 I am familiar with PnP no name’s packaging 375 4.19 0.96 3.2 3.7 8.0 41.1 44.0 
14 PnP no name and other brands look very similar. 375 2.02 1.03 35.7 40.0 12.8 9.1 2.4 
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 I cannot tell PnP brand apart from other brands as packages 
are very similar.” 
375 1.95 1.08 42.7 34.4 10.9 9.1 2.9 
28 I am familiar with PnP’s packaging 375 4.01 0.97 2.9 5.6 12.0 46.4 33.1 
31 PnP and other brands look very similar. 375 2.21 1.04 27.7 38.9 20.3 10.7 2.4 
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 I cannot tell PnP Finest brand apart from other brands as 
packages are very similar.” 
375 2.07 1.11 37.9 33.6 15.7 9.1 3.7 
45 I am familiar with PnP Finest’s packaging 375 3.23 1.19 9.1 20.8 21.6 34.7 13.9 
48 PnP Finest and other brands look very similar. 375 2.22 1.02 27.2 37.9 23.5 9.1 2.4 
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 PnP no name has reasonable prices 375 4.06 0.90 1.9 3.5 16.0 44.0 34.7 
10 PnP no name prices are competitive 375 3.33 1.02 5.3 13.9 33.9 36.3 10.7 
13 PnP no name is more expensive than average. 375 1.98 1.01 38.9 35.5 16.8 6.7 2.1 
21 
P
n
P
 
B
R
A
N
D
 PnP has reasonable prices 375 3.67 0.88 1.6 6.1 32.0 44.0 16.3 
27 PnP prices are competitive 375 3.44 0.95 4.8 7.5 37.6 38.9 11.2 
30 PnP is more expensive than average. 375 2.58 1.10 19.5 26.7 34.7 14.4 4.8 
38 
P
n
P
 
FI
N
ES
T 
B
R
A
N
D
 PnP Finest has reasonable prices 375 3.09 1.05 9.1 15.7 40.5 26.9 7.7 
44 PnP Finest prices are competitive 375 3.21 0.97 6.9 9.6 47.5 27.7 8.3 
47 PnP Finest is more expensive than average. 375 3.27 1.16 8.3 14.9 36.8 21.9 18.1 
183 
  
 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
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O
V
ER
A
LL
 Q
U
A
LI
TY
 
3 
P
ic
k 
n
 
P
ay
 
n
o
 
n
am
e
 PnP no name offers good value 375 3.84 0.86 1.1 4.0 27.7 44.0 23.2 
6 PnP no name is of high quality.  375 3.30 1.00 4.0 16.0 37.3 30.9 11.7 
16 PnP no name brand fully satisfies my product needs 375 3.69 0.93 0.8 9.9 29.3 39.5 20.5 
20 
P
n
P
 
b
ra
n
d
 PnP offers good value 375 4.00 0.75 0.3 1.6 21.3 51.2 25.6 
23 PnP is of high quality.  375 3.64 1.00 2.9 9.3 29.1 38.1 20.5 
33 PnP brand fully satisfies my product needs 375 3.85 0.86 0.3 5.3 27.7 42.1 24.5 
37 
P
n
P
 
Fi
n
es
t PnP Finest offers good value 375 3.74 1.01 3.2 5.3 32.3 32.8 26.4 
40 PnP Finest is of high quality.  375 4.01 1.00 2.1 3.2 26.9 27.5 40.3 
50 PnP Finest brand fully satisfies my product needs 375 3.39 1.09 5.9 12.8 34.7 29.6 17.1 
IN
TE
N
TI
O
N
 T
O
 P
U
R
C
H
A
SE
 
2 
P
ic
k 
n
 P
ay
 
n
o
 n
am
e
 I buy  PnP no name brand 375 3.73 1.01 3.5 9.1 20.0 46.1 21.3 
5 My shopping cart contains PnP no name brand products 375 3.33 1.08 6.9 12.3 35.7 30.7 14.4 
7 I would never buy PnP no name brand. 375 1.57 0.88 60.3 29.1 6.4 1.9 2.4 
12 I would consider purchasing PnP no name brand 375 3.97 0.98 2.9 5.9 14.7 44.3 32.3 
17 I look for PnP no name brand when I go shopping 375 3.26 1.04 5.1 15.7 41.1 24.3 13.9 
19 
 
P
n
P
 b
ra
n
d
 I buy  PnP brand 375 3.74 0.99 2.4 11.5 16.3 49.1 20.8 
22 My shopping cart contains PnP brand products 375 3.41 1.05 6.1 11.7 29.6 39.7 12.8 
24 I would never buy PnP brand. 375 1.74 0.95 50.4 34.7 7.7 5.1 2.1 
29 I would consider purchasing PnP brand 375 3.94 0.93 2.7 4.5 16.5 49.1 27.2 
34 I look for PnP brand when I go shopping 375 3.42 1.05 4.0 13.6 35.7 29.9 16.8 
36 
 
P
n
P
 F
in
e
st
 
I buy  PnP Finest brand 375 2.71 1.17 16.8 30.7 23.7 22.4 6.4 
39 My shopping cart contains PnP Finest brand products 375 2.63 1.17 17.9 32.8 25.1 17.3 6.9 
41 I would never buy PnP Finest brand. 375 2.13 1.02 32.3 33.9 25.9 5.1 2.9 
46 I would consider purchasing PnP Finest brand 375 3.53 1.07 6.1 9.3 26.9 40.8 16.8 
51 I look for PnP Finest brand when I go shopping 375 2.75 1.20 18.1 23.5 33.1 15.7 9.6 
184 
  
 
ANNEXURE EIGHT: FREQUENCY TABLES FOR SECTION 2 OF 
QUESTIONNAIRE (BIOGRAPHIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC DATA) 
Demographic Range 
Paper based 
questionnaire 
(n=183) 
 
Online 
Questionnaire 
(n=192) 
F
re
q
u
e
n
c
y
 
P
e
rc
e
n
t 
GENDER Male 61 76 137 36.5% 
Female 122 116 238 63.5% 
AGE 
18-29 yrs 79 180 259 69.1 
30-39 yrs 30 10 40 10.7 
40-49 yrs 51 2 53 14.1 
50+ yrs 23 0 23 6.1 
EDUCATION 
High school or 
less 
48 28 76 20.3 
Diploma 55 154 209 55.7 
Degree 57 5 62 16.5 
Post-graduate 
studies 
23 5 28 7.5 
EMPLOYMENT 
Homemaker 10 0 10 2.7 
Full-time/ self-
employed 
87 21 108 28.8 
Part-time / 
other 
32 1 33 8.8 
Student 37 170 207 55.2 
Retired 5 0 5 1.3 
Unemployed 12 0 12 3.2 
 
 
 
MONTHLY 
INCOME 
less ≤ R1 000 51 149 200 53.3 
R1 001 to  R10 
000 
55 31 86 22.9 
R10 001 to 
R20 000 
55 12 67 17.9 
R20 001 to 
R30 000 
10 0 10 2.7 
R30 001 to 
R40 000 
7 0 7 1.9 
R40 001 or 
more 
5 0 5 1.3 
RACE 
White 13 7 20 5.3 
Black 123 150 273 72.8 
Coloured 42 21 63 16.8 
Indian 3 0 3 0.8 
Other 1 14 16 4.3 
Source: Researcher’s own construct from statistical analysis results 
 
